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Current Topics. 


The Draft R. S.C. 

A set of draft Rules of the Supreme Court, to come into oper- 
ation after the Vacation, have been issued, and are printed else- 
where. Rules 15 and 15a of order 22, which relate to money 
recovered in the King’s Bench Division on behalf of an infant 
or person of unsound mind, are repealed, and a new rule is sub- 
stituted, under which a settlement or compromise, whether 
made before, at, or after the trial, will require the sanction of 
the court for its validity ; and the money recovered, instead of 
being paid into court, will, unless otherwise ordered, be paid to 
the Public Trustee, and be applied by him for the maintenance 
and education, or otherwise for the benefit of the plaintiff. Most 
of the remaining draft new rules effect changes in the rules as 
to interlocutory business in the King’s Bench Division of last 
year (ord. 54, rr. 30 to 41). 


The Changes in the Land Tax Clauses. 


SEVERAL IMPORTANT changes have been made in the Land Tax 
clauses of the Finance Bill. Agricultural land generally and 
other properties under £500 in capital value, are t> be withdrawn 
from their operation, and the increment value duty is to be 
remitted on increment value to the extent of 10 per cent. of the 
original or last site value of the land. There is a precedent for the 
separate treatment of agricultural property in section 7 of the 
Finance Act, 1894, which, in dealing with valuation for the 
purpose of estate duty, provides that “in the case of any 
agricultural property, where no part of the principal value is due 
to the expectation of an increased income from such property, 
the principal value shall not exceed twenty-five times the 
annual value.” Under this clause a distinction has had to be 
made in practice between agricultural land proper and land with 
a special value. It is proposed to make a similar distinction 
for the purpose of the increment duty by providing that “ incre- 
ment value duty shall not be charged in respect of agricultural 
land while the land has for other purposes no higher value than 
its value for agricultural purposes.” Thus, to obtain exemption, 
the land must be comes ap at present and in the near future, to 
agricultural purposes, and the exemption will cease as soon as it 
begins to have a prospective value as building land. If it is to be 
assumed that the present exemption from duty will exempt the 
owner also from making a return of the value of the land, 
there will be apparently a difficulty in ascertaining whether 
there is any increment value if the land ever becomes taxable. 
38 








\ 





664 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








But the appropriate place to deal with this will be under 
clauses 16 and 17. In the case of holdings under £590 in 
value, the exemption from valuation is one of the main reasons 
for granting exemption from the tax. But neither of these 
exemptions has been at present formally included in the Bill. 
The exemption of increment value to the extent of 10 per cent. of 
the site value has been embodied in a new sub-clause to clause 3,and 
the procedure will be to reduce the increment value on each oc- 
casion when the tax becomes due by 10 per cent. of the original, or 
the last preceding, site value, as the case may require, with a limit of 
25 per cont. reduction in any one period of five years. Probably 
neither of the first two changes will have any substantial effect on 
the yield of the taxes, while they will obviate much of the expense 
to which the universal application of the taxes would have given 
rise. The third seems to abandon an appreciable part of the 
yield from the taxes, but it allows an untaxed margin to cover 
expenses and moderate profit. 


The County Courts Bill in the House of Lords. 


THE DEBATE on the second reading of the County Courts 
Bill in the House of Lords touched upon some important points 
which will have to be considered before the Bill is passed into 
law, though from the tone of the speeches it is possible that the 
non-contentious parts may be allowed to go through, and the 
contentious parts be reserved. The Lord Chancellor pointed out 
two matters which he had not attempted to touch : the interests of 
the bar and the extension of jurisdiction in divorcee. The latter he 
described as too contentious for the present Bill, and it has since 
been separately discussed in the debate in the House of Lords on 
Lord GORELL’s motion. But the question of the right of audience 
will become pressing if the proposal for unlimited county court 
Lees subject to the right of removal, is accepted, and the 

ord Chancellor appears to take the view that it is for the bar and 
the Law Society to agree as to the proper rule to adopt and submit 
their agreement tohim. Ifthis can be done, undoubtedly it is the 
best course to adopt. The report of Lord GoreELL’s committee 
concluded with some observations on the subject, and the im- 
portance of maintaining the strength and the independence of 
the bar was emphasized, but no definite recommendation was 
made, except that, in the event of the extension to the county 
courts of jurisdiction in divorce, the bar should have exclusive 
audience in such cases. If, however, the leading proposals 
of the Bill—namely, for unlimited jurisdiction and the holding 
of special sittings of the county court—are to be accepted, 
some definite arrangement will have to be made. As we have 
already suggested, these special sittings will speedily grow in 
importance, and it is quite conceivable that they will, to a con- 
siderable extent, oust the High Court in the provinces. Lord 
ALVERSTONE noted the proposal of special sittings as a matter 
requiring careful consideration, but clearly it is a corollary to any 
further extension of jurisdiction. The county court work cannot 
be increased without special means being provided for dealing 
with it. 
The Conveyancing and Settled Land Bills. 


WE OBSERVED recently that the Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Bills appeared to have been shelved for the session, while 
other legislation of a legal character, for which there was by no 
means the same necessity, was pushed forward. We are glad, 
therefore, to see that these Bills have been introduced by Mr. 
HILLs, supported by Mr. Stewart Situ, K.C., and Mr. 
Mickiem, K.C. They have been prepared on the instructions 
of the Council of the Law Society, with the co-operation of the 
General Council of the Bar, and the Settled Land Bill also has 
been considered by certain members of the Conveyancers’ Insti- 
tute. Both Bills are designed to meet points of difficulty which 
have arisen in the working of the Conveyancing and Settled 
Land Acts, and in particular, as to the Settled Land Acts, 
the complications introduced by the discovery of the com- 
pound settlement. This was a matter not apparently con- 
templated when the Act of 1882 was passed, but it has occasioned 
complications and technicalities of conveyancing which, we 
imagine, are as troublesome as anything with which practitioners 
had to deal before conveyancing reform was commenced. Clause 
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settlement are required, and clause 11 for cases where different 
estates are settled upon the same limitations, whether by 
reference or otherwise. The questions arising on these matters 
are writ large in the reports of the last few years, and the Bill 
will introduce some order into the subject. Similarly, the 
Conveyancing Bill attempts the useful task of removing diffi- 
culties with which the practitioner frequently meets. Thus 
clause 3 will remove the inconvenience disclosed by Robbins y, 
Whyte (1906, 1 K. B. 125) and will enable a mortgagor in 
pessession to except a surrender of a lease; and clause 10 
enables a title to be made under a trust for sale, notwithstanding 
delay in the performance of the trust. But while the Bills are 
intended to deal practically with practical difficulties, and so far 
are good, they give a strong impression of the technicalities with 
which conveyancing is beset, and a more thoroughgoing revision 
of the existing law is really required. 


The Chillingham Timber. 


THE LENGTHY judgment delivered by PARKER, J., in James 
Jones &: Sons (Limited) v. Earl of Tankerville (Times, 10th inst.) was 
largely taken up with a narrative of the facts in the case and the 
mode in which the dispute between the parties arose; but the 
passage at the end, on the relief to which the plaintiffs were en- 
titled, raised an interesting point as to the specific performance of 
a contract for the purchase of growing timber. Certain con- 
tracts were made between the parties under which the plaintiffs 
were to purchase timber growing on the defendant’s Chillingham 
estate. ‘The contracts included, of course, the right to enter and 
cut the timber and carry it away. After they had been partly 
performed, the defendant claimed that they were unfair and not 
binding on him, and he forcibly expelled the plaintiffs’ workmen 
from his land, and damaged their plant. The police were present, 
and their conduct in the matter Mew severe criticism from the 
judge. The question he had to decide, however, was whether the 
plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction, and in effect to specific 
performance of the contracts, notwithstanding that they could 
not have been specifically enforced at the suit of the defendant, 
so that there was a want of mutuality. But the defendant had 
not merely interfered to prevent the carrying out of the contracts ; 
he had violated the right of entry on his land which the 
contracts conferred on the plaintifis. For this purpose the 
contracts operated as a licence, and whether a licence is revocable 
or no is one of the matters which the law has surrounded with 
much subtlety. J’rimd facie it is revocable at law, unless coupled 
with the grant of a legal interest (Wood v. Leadbitter, 13 M. & W. 
838) ; but in equity the giving of valuable consideration makes 
up for any defect in the creation of the accompanying interest, 
and it is doubtful whether, having regard to Walsh v. Lonsdale 
(21 Ch. D. 9), Wood v. Leadbitter is now law: Lowe v, Adams 
(1901, 2 Ch., p. 600). In the present case the equitable rule was 
sufficient to entitle the plaintiffs to an injunction, for they had 
paid for the right to go on the land to cut timber, and the learned 
judge refused, under the circumstances, to substitute damages, 
although for the convenience of the parties he assessed damages, 
in lieu of an injunction, in addition to the damages for the forcible 
expulsion, if the plaintiff should desire to accept them and so end 
the matter. 


Evasion of the Gaming Act. 


For SOME centuries the law has been aimed at discouraging 
gaming, in every way short of enacting that any person who 
makes a bet may be sent to prison. With regard to private 
betting and gaming, the law has tried to attain this object by 
nullifying obligations arising out of such transactions, and denying 
the assistance of courts of justice to those who desire to enforce 
such obligations. Ingenuity, however, has constantly been at 
work to thwart this policy of the law ; and again and again we 
find the courts accepting some plausible pretext, and actually 
assisting persons in evading the law. The latest example of this 
is supplied by the recent case of Cohen v. Ulph, tried last week 
before BUCKNILL, J., in the King’s Bench Division. The action 
was brought by bookmakers to recover a sum of money due in 
respect of bets by other bookmakers, and the defendants pleaded 
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to pay the amount made by the defendants in consideration of 
the plaintiffs’ promise to refrain from posting the defendants as 
defaulters at Tattersall’s. This defence actually succeeded, and 
the learned judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs for the amount 
of their bets. Such a flagrant evasion of the law certainly calls 
for serious notice. A decision like this renders the Gaming Act 
absolutely inoperative in a large number of cases, and is capable 
of unlimited extension until the High Court is made an instru- 
ment for extorting blackmail. It is well known that for a book- 
maker to have his name posted as a defaulter at Tattersall’s 
ruins his business and prevents him from entering any of 
Tattersall’s rings on racecourses. When a bookmaker is un- 
able to pay a bet, it is the most natural thing in the world 
for the creditor to threaten to report him. In such circum- 
stances the bookmaker is very unlikely to defy his creditor 
and so hasten his own ruin. What he is sure to do is to 
entreat the other party not to report him, or to promise that if he 
will not report him he will pay later. This is what is almost 
certain to happen in such cases, and itis lamentable to find the 
High Court assisting in enforcing a promise extorted by threats 
of ruin, Take another illustration. A young man in a city 
office incurs a debt of honour to a bookmaker in respect of a bet, 
and is unable at the moment to pay. The bookmaker threatens 
to report the matter to the young man’s employers, and the 
latter knows that this will involve the risk of his dismissal. Of 
course he readily gives a promise that, if the bookmaker refrains 
from reporting him,and gives him time to pay until he gets his next 
quarter's salary, he will then pay. Is this young man liable on 
such a promise to have judgment given against him in the High 
Court? If so, surely an easy way has been found to evade the 
Gaming Act! In principle, however, there seems to be no differ- 
ence between the two cases, and each is the case of a species of 
blackmail. 


The Decision in Hyams v. Stuart King. 
IN GIVING judgment as he did, however, BUCKNILL, J., was not 
acting on his own unfettered judgment. He considered himself 


(and no doubt rightly) to be bound by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Hyams v. Stuart King (1908, 2 
K. B. 696)—one of the most mischievous, and, in our opinion, 
narrow-minded, decisions ever given by that court. For present 
purposes the facts were similar to those in Cohen v. Ulph, 
and Moutton, L.J., differed most strongly from the judgments 
of Sir GorELL BARNES and FARWELL, L.J., who composed the 
majority of the court. In such a case, we submit, precedents 
and dry legal principles are irrelevant. The fact remains 
that the law is being openly evaded by substituting as a cause 
of action for the real agreement between the parties a colourable 
contract not representing the real intention of both parties, It 
is not creditable to the Court of Appeal to submit to being mis- 
led in this way. But further, the decision is contrary to the 
express provisions of the statute in the opinion of MOULTON, L.J., in 
which we respectfully concur. The Gaming Act, 1845, by section 
18, provides that all contracts by way of gaming or wageriug shall 
be null and void. If the section stopped at that point there 
would be nothing to invalidate the promise to pay on the new 
consideration—that is, if we exclude all mention of duress, But 
the section goes on to say that “no suit shall be brought or 
maintained in any court of law or equity for recovering any sum 
of money or valuable thing alleged to be won upon any 
wager.” Of course no suit can be brought upon a contract that 
is null and void; therefore this part of the section is mere 
repetition if it goes no further than the first part. It seems, how- 
ever, to provide, with absolute generality, that no action shall be 
brought to recover money won upon a wager—i.e.,either upon the 
gaming contract or otherwise. In each of the two cases under 
discussion, however, the plaintiff was allowed to recover in an 
action “ money alleged to be won upon a wager.” Certainly this 
is a matter in which an appeal to the House of Lords is urgently 
demanded. If Hyams v. Stuart King is allowed to remain unre- 
versed, there will doubtless be a whole crop of actions of this 
sort—actions which ought never to be allowed to occupy the 
time of the courts. If there is no prospect of an appeal to the 
House of Lords, then Parliament ought, in our opinion, to 
interfere, 





Foreign Dornicil and English Power of 
Appointment. 


Ir HAS generally been regardéd as fairly well settled law that 
a will exercising a power of appointment, and executed in con- 
formity with the requirements of the Wills Act, 1837, is recognized 
as a valid exercise of the power, notwithstanding that the will is 
not valid by the law of the testator’s domicil. That this is the 
rule of law has now been decisively laid down by the House of 
Lords in a case on appeal from Ireland: Murphy v. Deichler (re- 
ported elsewhere). An Irishwoman (the testatrix) married a German 
at Belfast, and subsequently the family settled at Frankfort and 
became German citizens, The testatrix had a power of appoint- 
ment over personalty in England, and she exercised this power 
by a will in English form. The will was, however, invalid by 
German law, and by the law of her domicil the appointor died 
intestate. The Irish courts held that the will was a valid exercise 
of the power, and as such admissible to probate in Ireland. This 
decision has now been affirmed by the House of Lords. The 
case does not seem’to be reported in the Irish Reports, and the 
Lord Chancellor’s speech in moving the dismissal of the appeal 
is brief. One passage runs: “ This case falls within the rule that 
it is neither necessary nor advisable to disturb a fixed practice 
which has been so long observed in regard to the disposition of 
property, even though it may have been disapproved at times 
by individual judges when no real point of principle has been 
violated.” No specific case is mentioned, but probably the 
Lord Chancellor was referring to the judgment of Sir FRANCIS 
JEUNE in Jn the Goods of Huber (1896, P.209). That judgmentshews 
that it is not so very long ago that the validity of testamentary 
appointments made by wills of foreign domicil was considered a 
matter of doubt. Incidentally, it appears from Jn the Goods of Huber 
that much of the doubt on the subject was caused by two decisions 
ofthe Privy Council, both of them embodied in judgments delivered 
by Lord BroucHaM. (Lord BrouGHAm had a perfect genius for 
persuading the Judicial Committee to give inconsistent decisions : 
see ante, p. 212, 23rd January, 1909.) The most recent case in 
the English courts on appointments in wills of foreign domicil is 
Re Baker's Settlement Trusts (1908, W. N. 161), where the rule 
now laid down by the House of Lords is treated as settled law by 
PARKER, J. It appears, however, that the regular practice is to 
make a grant of administration with the will annexed to the 
executor named in the will rather than a formal grant of 
probate: see Jn the Goods of Vannini (1901, P. 330). 


Removal of Goods by Tenant Before Rent 
Becomes Due. 


AT THE hearing, in one of the metropolitan police-courts, of a 
complaint under section 4 of the Distress for Rent Act, 1737, 
that a tenant had fraudulently removed his goods and chattels, 
not exceeding the value of £50, from the demised premises to 
avoid a distress, whereby he had become liable to pay to the 
landlord double the value of the goods so removed, it appeared 
that the complainant shared in the not uncommon error that the 
offence may be committed before the rent is due and in arrear. 
By section 1 of the Act this offence is committed where “any 
tenant, lessee for life or lives, term of years, at will, on sufferance, 
or otherwise, of any messuages, lands, or hereditaments upon the 
demise or holding whereof any rent is or shall be reserved, due, or 
made payable, shall fraudulently or clandestinely . . carry off 
from such premises his goods or chattels to prevent the landland or 
lessor from distraining the same for arrears of rent so reserved, 
due, or made a age In many cases the goods of the tenant 
are removed by him shortly before rent becomes due under cir- 
cumstances which warrant the landlord in believing that the 
removal is made to avoid a distress for rent. He rushes to the 
conclusion that the case is within the words of the statute, and 
only finds, after incurring the cost of legal proceedings, that it 
was decided, as far back as the year 1835, in the case of Rand v. 
Vaughan (1 Bing. N. C, 767) that the statute does not apply to 
cases where a tenant fraudulently and clandestinely removes his 

s before rent becomes due. Landlords have not been satis- 

ed with this decision, but in days when the law of distress is 

much out of favour, there is no prospect of any extension of the 
provisions of the statute. 
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Charters and Statutes. 


IN A recent issue (ante, pp. 537,538) we referred to the possible 
difference between rights conferred directly by statute and rights 
conferred by a charter from the Crown. This distinction was 
made the ground of a decision by the Court of Appeal last week 
in Stevens v. Hudson’s Bay Company i 9th July). The 
question before the court was as to the liability of the Hudson’s 
Bay Company to pay income tax upon money which was the 
proceeds of the sale of some of the company’s lands in Canada. 
The contention of the Crown was that income tax was payable in 
respect of the sum representing these proceeds of sale, on the 
ground that they were profits, and had been distributed among 
the shareholders, either as dividends or in reduction of capital. 
The Court of Appeal held that income tax was not payable, 
inasmuch as the payments to shareholders were in effect | ayments 
out of capital, and not profits made out of a trade or business of 
selling land. The company was not a statutory corporation, but 
was created by Royal Charter in 1670. The Master of the Rolls 
sem out that a chartered company was essentia'ly different 
rom a statutory company, and, speaking generally, occupied a 
position similar to that of an individual. “It can do anything it 
is not prohibited from doing. The charter contains no provision 
as to profits, and I think it is clear that the familiar doctrines as 
to the distinction between capital and income, and the powers of 
the directors in paying dividends, had no application to the 
company.” The company were, in fact, not trading in land, but 
“doing no more than an ordinary landowner does who is minded 
to sell from time to time, as purchasers offer, portions suitable 
for building of an estate which has devolved upon him from his 
ancestors.” 


Indian Students at the Inns of Court. 


SomME misapprehension appears to exist as to the circum- 
stances under which a large number of Indian students are prepar- 
ing for examinations of the Inns of Court. It is often believed that 
a callof the English bar is‘a necessary qualification to the right 
to practise in the superior courts of the different Presidencies of 
India, and we have heard English barristers who shared in this 
belief express their approval of a regulation which compelled the 
natives of India to reside for some period in England, and thereby 
to profit by the influence and traditions of the legal profession in 
this country. We understand, however, that the Indian courts 
give audience to native practitioners who have passed an examin- 
ation in law, and that Indian students who visit this country 
and become members of the Inns of Court do so chiefly because they 
think that the degree of barrister-at-law will give them additional 
prestige in the tribunals in which they will hereafter appear. 
We are also assured that the examinations in India are quite as 
severe as those to which the students have to submit in England. 


Salaried Solicitors. 


Mr. Carrer drew attention at the recent meeting of the Law 
Society to the practice, which is stated to be steadily growing, of 
trading and other corporations and bodies employing salaried 
solicitors with a view to sharing the profits of litigation. The 
railway companies began the practice of engaging salaried 
solicitors, and instances were given at the meeting to shew 
that trading firms are now establishing “legal departments ” 
under the control of underpaid solicitors. So far as regards 
sharing in the profits of litigation, the practice ought to be illegal 
and the remedy should lie with the courts, but there are 
difficulties in the way. It remains to be seen whether the 
committee which has been appointed to consider the matter will 
be able to suggest effective action with a view to checking the 
practice. 


The Presidency of the Law Society. 


Ir wit be generally acknowledged that a very successful 
presidency of the Law Society closed last week. There are, of 
course, presidents and presidents : all of them do their duty 
according to their lights, and some do it surprisingly weil 
considering their lights. Few of them do it as if “to the 
manner born”; but this we verily think can be said of Mr. 
Beate. We cannot be accused of bias, for we do not 








remember to have received a single communication from him on 
professional matters, and there probably never was a year in 
which less assistance was afforded to the legal Press by the 
officials at the Law Institution. 








The Duties Affecting Land under 
the Finance Bill, 1909. 


VI. 
Valuations. 
Clause 16 of the Bill provides that: 

16.—(1) The Commissioners shall, as soon as may be after th 
passing of this Act, cause returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as the Commissioners may require to be obtained from 
all owners of land, declaring the total value and the site value 
respectively of their land as estimated in each case by the owners, 
that value being declared separately as respt cts each piece of the land 
which is under separate occupation, and if the owner thinks fit, as 
respects any part of any land which is under separate occupation, and 
being estimated as on the thirtieth day of April nineteen hundred 
and nine. : 

(2) Where land comprises minerals, a separate return shall be made 
under this section of the value of the minerals. 9g 

(3) Ifany owner of lardis required by the Commissioners to make 
a return under this section, and fails to make such a return within 
the time, not being less than thirty days, specified in the 1etum, 
he shall be liable to a penalty under section fifty-five of the Income 
Tax Act, 1842, and that section shall apply accordingly, but the 
penalty shall only be recoverable in the High Court. : 

(4) Uwners of agricultural land in Ireland may, if they think fit, 
make, but shall not be required to make, returns under this section. 

17.—(1) The Commissioners sball cause all returns made by 
owners under this Act to be examined, and if no objection is taken 
to the return, the values declared in the return shal: be adopted as 
the original total value and the original site value respectively for 
the purposes of this Part of this Act. , 

(2) If the Commissioners consider that the total or site value, as 
stated in any return, is not corréct, they shall object to the return 
and communicate with the owner of the land with a view toan 
amendment of the return, and if the owner amends the return in 
manner satisfactory to the Commissioners, the total and site value 
as stated in the amended return s1all be adopted as the original 
total and the original site value fur the purposes of this Part of this 
Act. 

(3) If no return i3 made in accordance with this Act in r spect of 
any land by the owner of the lind, or if an owner refuses to amend 
a return which is objected to by the Commissioners, or fails to 
amend the return in manner sat‘sfactory to the Commissioners, the 
value of the land shal! be determined »y the Commissioners, and 
the total and site value so determinea sball be adopted as the 
original total and the original site value respectively for tne purposes 
of this Part of this Act subject, in cases where the owner of the land 
has made a return, to an appeal under this Act. 

It will be noticed that this clause imposes on the landowner 
the duty of making a return within such time, not being less 
than thirty days, as the Commissioners may require, under a 
penalty of £20 and treble duty. 

It has been stated in Parliament that a landowner will have 
no more trouble in making this return than he has in making 4 
return for estate duty, but this view appears to be incorrect. 

It will be remembered that where a return is made for 
estate duty and the Commissioners. make too high an assessment, 
the person making the return can, under the existing law, appeal 
to a court of iaw if he thinks it worth while, and that if he 
does not »ppeal and pays the demand, the incorrect assessment 
will have no effect in the future. Where, however, an error is 
made under the provisions of the Finance Bill, the appeal is only 
to a nominee of the Treasury, and the error in the determination 
of the original site value will affect all future determinations of 
increment value duty, undeveloped land duty and estate duty. 

We have made careful inquiries, and the result is that probably 
the expense of the necessary valuation would be at least the same 
as on the occasion of a purchase. 

The person to make the return is the “owner,” as defined in 
clause 27—i.e., the freeho!der—or, if the land is let on lease, not 
being a mining lease, for a term of which more than fifty years 
are unexpired, the lessee ; and it will be observed that a return 
made by one person—the freeholder, for example—will, when 
approved by the Commissioners, bind all persons who have any 
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interest in the land—persons who may not even know that the 
return had been made. The penalty for not making a return 
is extremely severe, and therefore most owners will make it. The 
question arises, Will it be necessary to have expert advice in 
making the return? 

In cases where undeveloped land duty cannot be claimed, it 
will be to the interest of the landowner to claim high site valve 
so as to avoid increment value duty, but where undeveloped 
land duty can be claimed it will be for his interest, so far as 
that duty is concerned, to claim a Jow site value. No doubt in 
the common case of a country house, where the site value is but 
small, the question as to undeveloped land is not .of much im- 
portance, but in the case of a villa in the suburbs of London, 
where the site value is large, it will be necessary to ascertain the 
site value with accuracy. 

From inquiries that we have made, it appears that the leading 
v-luers have not at present determined what fee to charge fur 
valuations under the Bill, but it is pretty certain that the fee 
will not be less than that charged on advising a vendor. It will 
be observed that, in case of a landed estate, it will be necessary 
to make a return of the value of each holding, instead cf that of 
the estate »s a whole, and that, instead of determining the total 
value only, as is the case in a common valuation on sale, it will 
be necessary to determine the site value also. The ordinary fees 
for valuation are 1 per cent. on the first £1,000, } per cert. on 
the next £9,000, and } per cent. beyond, on the total value of 
the property, subject to a minimum fee of £3, and exclusive of 
travelling and other expenses. If the property is of large value 
the fee is generally a matter of bargain. 

In the case of a large agricultural estate, the owner will 
probably be able to make a very fair estimate of the total value 
without professional assistance, but the question as to site value 
will be difficult. 

The following is the valuation made by the owner of a small 
agricultural estate in Essex :— 


Nature of Property. . | Assess- Insured | Total 


mnent. 


House and garden, wood and 45 

field (in hand). 
Farm and builaings usually let | 215 acres | 131 

with this house. 
Farm buildings ... sie ... | 141 acres 75 
Land let from other farms ... | 75 acres 42 
Farm and buildings __... ... | 55 acres 40 
<a > Kod a9 73 acres 50 
Public-honse and land ... eat 7 acres 70 
Farm and buildings... ... | 84 acres 60 
Twenty-two cottages ... iss — 93 
Small piece of accommodation ae 5 

land and manor. 











Total = ... | 670 acres £612 0 


Rates on property in hand asd we «= B15 
Rates on cottages ... et Le a 15 
Tithe ... 0 sod igo ay eos 100 
* Income tax, land tax, house duty __... 20 
+ Insurance ... ose we oe ove 5 
Repairs at 10 percent. ... “on sie) 


£275 
£612 
275 


Net income ... rs £337 
oe 


This valuation must be correct or nearly so, as it will be 
observed that the net income is very nearly 24 per cent. on the 
valuation, which is a reasonable income from agricultural land. 
The remarkable thing is that the site value is extremely small. 


* The bolk of the land was freed from land tax at a cost of £1,400 Consols. 
— of the premises are insured by free policies owing to amalgamation of two 


The total assessment income tax at 1s. is £343 10s. 





After deducting the value at which the buildings are insured , 
from the estimated total value, there remains only £1,175, and 
in order to arrive at the site value, we have still to deduct the 
value of the timber and fencing. 

We can give another example, from our own knowledge, of a 
property in the Weald of Sussex consisting of about 600 acres, 
mostly woodland. In 1860 it was considered to be worth from 
£10,000 to £12,000, apart from the value of the timber and 
underwood. The owner received from it a net income of about 
£400. He kept the woods carefully planted and in good condition. 
At the present day, after paying all outgoings, he has an annual 
loss or gain of a few shillings, the reason being that underwood 
is unsaleable owing to changes in the method of cultivating hops, 
and that, owing to the improvement of the roads in the neigh- 
bourhood, made at the expense of the ratepayers (of whom he is 
one), coul has been substituted in place of wood for fuel. In 
1860, when timber was felled, it was common co give the stub 
to the labourers ; they were thankful for the gift and used to 
grub it for firewood, but at the present day they decline to accept 
it, as coal is cheap. On taking expert advice at the present time, the 
landowner learnt that the cost of grubbing the underwood and fell- 
ing the timber, so as to render the land fit for arabie purposes, 
would nearly amount to the saleable value of the land, so that the 
site value must be very small, if it exists. 

The value of the land covered with timber and underwood is 
far greater than the site value together with the value of the 
timber and underwood when severed from the land, as, owing to 
the beauty of the land covered with the woods, it has some 
value as a residential estate. Now, as the site value is practically 
nothing, ought the owner, if he were lucky enough to sell the 
land, to pay increment value duty on any purchase-money that 
he receives other than the valuation of the timber and under- 
wood ? 

The value of property in the City of London constantly 
changes ; it may either rise or fall. Most of the businesses are 
carried on in certain areas—financiers congregate round Lombard - 
street, dealers in colonial produce near Mincing-lane. If any 
business expands, a demand arises for property close to the area 
where business of that nature is carried on, and the value of 
houses rises, but when a business declines the value of the 
property used for it on the outskirts of the area falls. We are 
informed by a gentleman of great experience that valuations of 
property in the City are matters of great difficulty for the reason 
we have pointed out. It will therefore be impossible for the 
owner of property of this nature to make a return without 
expert advice. 

It is very doubtful whethcr it will be safe for any man owning 
a house, not being merely a house on a landed estate, to make 
the valuation return without expert advice. It is clear that 
the owner of a villa in the suburbs of’ London, with a garden 
exceeding one acre, or any person owning undeveloped land in 
the suburbs of a town, will be forced to have a valuation made 
by an expert, owing to the fact that if he values too low he may 
become liable to increment value duty if the property rises in 
value, and that if he values too high he may have to pay 
undeveloped land duty at too high a rate. i 

The question what is the ratio of site value to the total value is 
one of great importance. If property in London is clear of 
buildings and is ready for building, as is the case of the land 
belonging to the London County Council at Aldwych, the site 
value equals the true value ; in the City of London, where the 
site value varies from £2 to £8 per square foot, the total value, 
if the land is covered with buildings, is probably from two to three 
times the site value. . 

The question arises whether the costs of valuation may not be 
so large in relation to the increment value duty as to render it 
improper to impose the duty. 


Let T=totai value. 
S=site value et ; then if the site value be one-half 
Hn 


of the total value 


al 


ar. 
S=>-;, and n = 2. 
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Let I=increment of S at a given time = 8 tt oon: then 


m mxn’ 


if the increment be one-tenth of the site value, 


S 

es 
a T 

Let D==the increment value duty = -——__— 

5xmxn 


, and m = 10. 


The costs of valuation when T does not exceed £1,000 will 


be a ; that is, one per cent. of the total value. 
T 


Taking m = 10 andn = 2,D= wee 
the same as the costs. But as D will not be payable at the 
same time as the valuation, we must compare the present value 
of D with the costs, and it wil actually be less than the costs 
of valuation. If the duty is not payable till more than five 
years after the original valuation, the costs of the quinquennial 
valuation will also be incurred. 

As an example, suppose that the total value of a house in 
London is £2,000, and that the site value is £500. Let a sale 
be made immediately before the next quinquennial valua'ion at 
a time when the site value has increased by 10 per cent. The 
increment on the site value is £50, and the increment value duty 
on it is £10, the present value of which, at the time when the 
first valuation was made, is about £8 12s. 6d., which is less 
than the costs of valuation—viz., £15. If the land is vacant at 
the time of the original valuation, the costs of the valuation 
would be only £5. 

Now let us take the case where the increment of the site 
value during the five years is 1 per cent. perannum. In this case 
the increment on the site value would be £5 and the duty would be 
£1, the present value of which at the time of the first valuation 
would be about 17s. 3d., far less than any possible costs of 
valuation. 

We may add that, assuming that the site value is increased 
by 1 per cent. perannum on the value atthe beginning of the year— 
in which case the site value would double in about 70 years —the 
present value of increment value duty payable in perpetuity by 
a corporation, under section 6, on an original site value of 
£1,000 is about £81, calculating interest at 3 per cent, or in 
other words, the value of the land is diminished by £81, 
or 81 per cent. On the same supposition, if both increment 
value duty and undeveloped land duty are payable, the present 
value of the latter, having regard to clause 10 (3), is about 
£71 10s., which, added to the increment value duty, amounts 
to £152 10s., in other words, the value of the land is diminished 
by that amount, about 154 per cent. On the other hand, if the 

site value remains unchanged, so that no increment value duty 
is payable, the present value of the undeveloped land duty is 
about £107, or, in other words, the value of the land is dimin- 
ished by more than 10} per cent. In either case the value is 
further diminished by the costs of the valuations. 


or exactly 


H. W. E, 


(To be concluded next week.) 








The Rule in Whitby v. Mitchell 
L 


In the recent case of He Nash (ante, p. 651) Mr. Justice Eve 
decided that the rule (commonly known as the rule in Whitby v. 
Mitchell) which forbids the limitation of land to the unborn descend- 
ants of a living person beyond the first generation, applies to equit- 
able contingent remainders. The decision, if one may be allowed to 
say 80, is good sense and good law. The learned judge arrived at it 
after a careful examination of the authorities. The only question is 
whether the result might not have been reached by another route, 
offering the two-fold advantage of being more direct and of avoiding 
some perils to navigation. j 

Mr. Justice Eve started from the assumption made by Mr. JosHua 
Wi1u1aMs, that the rule is “apparently derived from the old doc- 
trine which prohibited double possibilities.” Now, if that assump- 
tion is correct, it is difficult to see how the rule can a ply to outiteble 
limitations, for the so-called doctrine of double possi ‘lities, if it ever 


professes to follow the law, but in so doing equity has always shewn 
a considerable amount of eclecticism ; it allowed equitable entails, 
and it made equitable entails liable to be barred by equitable 
recoveries, but it declined to follow the common law to the point of 
making equitable contingent remainders liable to destruction by the 
tortious act of the particular tenant, or liable to failure by the pre- 
mature determination of the particular estate, or of holding contin- 
gent remainders to be incapable of assignment, and there is, so far as 
can be seen, no reason to suppose that equity would, if the point had 
arisen, have held an equitable contingent remainder to be bad 
because it infringed the shadowy doctrine of double possibilities, 
which, if it ever existed, has been disowned by most real property 
lawyers of repute. Even Mr. CHarLEs Butier, who is largely re- 
sponsible for the theory that the rule in Whitby v. Mitchell is derived 
from the doctrine of double possibilities, declined to accept the doc- 
trine as laying down any definite principle. Mr. JosHuA WILLIAMs, 
whe adopted Mr. ButieEr’s theory as to the origin of the rule, also 
treated the so-called doctrine of double possibilities with well-merited 
contempt. Andin Whitby y. Mitchell Lord Justice LINDLEY said 
that he did not understand the doctrine, and never had understood 
it. There must be something wrong ina theory which requires so 
many apologies and qualifications. I venture to submit that the 
theory is erroneous, and that the rule in Whithy v. Mitchell has 
nothing to do with double possibilities. The question is purely his- 
torical. Let us start from the judgments in Whithy v. Mitchell, and 
work backwards. 

The suggestion of Lord Justice Loprs, that the rule originated 
out of the feudal system, although attractive by reason of its boldness 
and simplicity, may be dismissed as being wholly without foundation, 
Lords Justices Corton and LINDLEY did not waste time in specu- 
lating as to the origin of the rule ; they both accepted as accurate Mr. 
JosHuA WILLIAMS’ statement of it, and the former also referred with 
approval to Mr. Burton’s statement of the rule. Mr. Burton 
cites, as the only authority for his statement, a passage in Fearne’s 
Contingent Remainders, which is also relied on by Mr. JosHua 
WILLIAMs, and we are, therefore, not likely to be wrong if we pay 
particular attention to this passage. It is as follows (10th ed., 
p. 502) :—- 

“ Any limitation in future, or by way of remainder, of lands of 
inheritance, which in its nature tends to a perpetuity, even although 
there be a preceding vested freehold, so as to take it out of the de- 
scription of an executory devise, is by our courts considered as void in 
its creation ; as in the case of a limitation of lands in succession, first 
to a person in esse, and after his decease to his unborn children, and 
afterwards the children of such unborn children, this last remainder 
is absolutely void ; and there is no carrying the estate to them, but 
by comprising them in the extent of the estate limited to their 

arents, namely, to the unborn children of the person in esse; that 
is, by giving such unborn children of the person in esse an estate of 
inheritance, which is an estate tail. 

“ And it is upon this principle, that the constant practice of limit- 
ing an estate tail to the first and other sons in marriage settlements 
is founded ; for though a child unborn might take an estate for life 
as well as an estate tail, yet such estate would not extend to the 
issue of such child, and no estate limited to such issue, as purchasers, 
would be good. 

“Therefore, where a testator devised lands toa corporation in trust 
to convey the said lands to M. for life, and after his decease to M.’s 
first son for life, and so to the first son of that first son for life, Xc., 
and if no issue male of the first son, then to the second son of M. for 
life, and so to his first son, &c., with remainders over to about filty 
others for their lives successively, and their respective sons when 
born, for their lives respectively, and so on without giving an estate 
tail to any of them, or making any disposition of the fee ; Lord C. 
CowPEk held this to be a perpetuity ; but that the conveyance should 
be as near the intent as the rules of law would admit, viz., by mak- 
ing all the persons in being but tenants for life, and limiting estates 
tail to the sons unborn: Humberston v. Humberston (1 P. W. 332).” 


The important point to be noticed in examining this passage is 
that, while it states the rule with Mr. Frarne’s characteristic 
accuracy and clearness, there is not a word to suggest that the rule 
has anything to do with the so-called doctrine against double possi- 
bilities. On the contrary, Mr. Fearne says that a limitation of the 
nature in question is void because it tends to a perpetuity. The first 
instinct of the reader is to assume that Mr. FEARNE is here referring 
to the modern rule against perpetuities, but a mtment’s reflection 
shews that this cannot be his meaning, for, as the Lords Justices 
pointed out in Whithy vy. Mitchell, the rule established by their 
decision in that case is an old rule, which existed long before 
the modern rule against perpetuities was invented. We have 
here arrived at the parting of the ways, and we must be careful 
lest we take the wrong turning and get into difficulties This 
is what happened to Mr. Lewis. In his learned work on 
Perpetuities = 412, supp. p. 121), he boldly cited the above 
quoted passage as shewing that, in Mr. FEaRNE’s opinion, the modern 
rule against perpetuities applies to legal contingent remainders, and 





existed, was purely a common law doctrine. It is true that equity 


he was followed in this error by Mr. Justice Kay in Re Frost (43 
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Ch. D. 246). Fortunately Mr. Fearne has himself given us a sign- 
t, for he cites as an illustration of the general principle laid down 
y him the case of Humberston v. Humberstm (Gilb. 128; 1 P. W. 
332). In that case an eccentric testator devised lands to a corpora- 
tion upon trust to convey them to his godson for life, and then to 
the first son of that godson for life, and then to the first son of that 
first son for life, and so on ; “ both court and counsel held that to be 
such an affectation and tendency to a perpetuity that nothing was 
said in support of it,’ but the trust was executed cy-prés. This 
gives us another sign-post to help us on our way, for the doctrine of 
ey-pres is familiar ground. Put shortly, the doctrine of cy-prés 
comes to this, that where a testator attempts to limit land in such a 
way that if it were left to itself, so as to go in the precise course 
marked out by the testator, it would devolve as an estate tail, 
then the court, in order to allow his “general intention” tod take 
effect as far as possible, gives life estates to devisees in esse, and 
an ordinary barrable estate tail to the first unborn devisee in the 
line of succession: Monypenny v. Dering (16 M. & W. 418) 
Re Richardson (1904, 1 Ch. 332). Or, as Lord Cowper said in 
Humberston v. Humberston (supra) referring to the peculiar limita- 
tions in that case “ though an attempt to make a perpetuity for 
successive lives be vain, yet so far as it is consistent with the rules of 
law itought to be complied with.” The cy-prés doctrine, therefore, 
is an indulgence granted to a testator who attempts to create an 
unbarrable entail. It is true that the phrase “ unbarrable entail” is 
not used either in /Zwmberston v. IZwmberston or in Monypenny v. 
Dering : in each case the limitations are declared to be void because 
they are an attempt to create a perpetuity. If these two expressions 
“perpetuity ” and “unbarrable entail” are synonymous, the mystery 
is solved. Now, Humberston v. Humberston was decided in 1716, and 
if we refer to the judgments and text-books of the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries, we shall find not only that “perpetuity” 
was often used to mean an unbarrable entail, but that it was rarely 
used in any other sense. The first instance which I have been able 
to find of this use of the word is in Corbet’s case (1600, 1 Rep. 838), 
where GLANVILLE, J., referred to the case of two judges, RicHILt and 
THIRNING, in the reigns of RicHarp IL. and Henry IV. “ whointended 
to have made perpetuities, and upon forfeiture of the estate tail of 
one of their sons to have given the remainder and entry to another, 
but such remainders were utterly void and against the law.” Again, 
in Sir Anthony Mildmay’s case (1603, 6 Rep. 40a) where there was a 
“clause of perpetuity” (as it was called in Corbet’s case) restraining 
the tenant in tail from attempting to bar the entail, the judges 
resolved “that all these perpetuities were against the reason and 
policy of the common law : for at common law all inheritances were 
fee simple, as LIrTLETON saith But the true policy and rule of 
the common law in this point was in effect overthrown by the statute 
De Donis Conditionalibus, made anno 13 Ed. 1, which established 
a general perpetuity by Act of Parliament for all who had or would 
make it, by force whereof all the possessions of England in effect 
were entailed accordingly.” Similar examples might be cited 
almost indefinitely. “There is start up a device called perpetuity, which 
is an entail with an addition of a proviso conditional, tied to his estate, 
not to put away the land from his next heir, and if he do to forfeit his 
own estate. hich perpetuities, if they should stand, would bring 
in all the former inconveniences subject to entails that were cut off by 
the former mentioned statutes, and far greater” : Bacon’s Law Tracts 
145, “A perpetuity is the settlement of an estate or an interest in 
tail, with such remainders expectant upon it, as are in no sort in the 
power of the tenant in tail in possession to dock by any recovery 
or assignment”: per Lord NorrincHam in Duke of Norfolk's 
case (1681, 3 Ch. Cas. 31). “Perpetuity is where an estate is 
so designed to be settled in tail, &c., that it cannot be undone 
or made void”: Termes de la Ley, 1721. “Perpetuity is when an 
estate is designed to be so settled in tail, &c., that it cannot be 
undone or made void but if by the concurrence of all having 
the estate tail, it may be barred, it is no perpetuity”: Jacob’s Law 
Dict. 1739. “ A perpetuity is the settlement of an interest descendable 
from heir to heir, so that it shall not be in the power of him in whom 
it is vested to dispose of it, or turn it out of the channel” : Gilbert, 
Uses, 1734, p. 118. “ A perpetuity is the settlement of an interest which 
shall go in the succession prescribed, without any power of alienation”: 
Black. Comm. 1765, vol. 2, p. 175. Some of these definitions do 
not literally cover such limitations as those in Humberston v. Humber- 
ston, where successive estates for life were given, but it is obvious 
that if a settlor could limit life estates to his unborn descendants in 
succession for ever, the result would be an unbarrable entail. This 
device was tried long before Humberston v. Humberston, and failed. 
Uses that are against the rules of the common law shall not be 
executed by this statute [the Statute of Uses]; and therefore, if 
afeoffment be made to the use of A. for life, and after to the use of 
every person that shall be his heir one after another for term of his 
life, or if one make a feoffment to the use of another in tail, with 
divers remainders over, with a proviso that neither of them shall 
ntinue or alien, &c., these uses shall not be executed, because 





these limitations are wholly void”: Shepherd’s Touchstone, 1600- 
1620, p. 506. “It is against the rules of the common law that a 
perpetual freehold for life only should descend, because it creates 
a perpetuity”: Gilb. Uses, 1734, p. 77. Even where the number of 
generations was limited, this did not save the limitations from being 
void if they went beyond one unborn generation. Thus in 
Seaward v. Willock (1804, 5 East 198), where the limitations were 
confined to ten generations, Lord ELLENBoROUGH said : “ His [the 
testator’s] meaning clearly was to give estates for life only to his 
ndson, and after him to his sons, and after them to their sons 
own to the tenth generation ; for he has added the words, ‘ during 
his or their natural lives’ to each limitation. But this he could not 
do by law, inasmuch as the law will not allow of a successive limita- 
tion of estates for life to persons unborn.” 

It is, therefore, clear that when Mr. FEARNE (who wrote in 1776) laid 
down the rule that if land is limited to a person in esse, and after 
his decease to his unborn children, and afterwards to the children of 
such unborn children, this last remainder is absolutely void, because 
it “tends to a perpetuity,” he meant that itis void because, so far 
as it goes, it infringes the doctrine of the common law which for- 
bids the creation of unbarrable entails, either by the limitation of 
successive estates for life to unborn generations, or by any other device. 

CHARLES SWEET. 
(To be continued.) 








Reviews. 
Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England. 


Tue Laws oF ENGLAND: Betnc A CoMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE 
Wuotr Law or EnGianp. By the Right Honourable the Earl 
of Hatssury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 1885-86, 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and Other Lawyers. Vow. VII. : Con- 
STITUTIONAL Law (Part VI. to Env), Contempt or Court 
(ATTACHMENT AND CommiTTaL), Contract. Vor. VIII.: Copy- 
HOLDS, COPYRIGHT AND LITERARY PROPERTY, CoRONERs, Cor- 
PORATIONS, County Courts. Butterworth & Co. 


These two volumes bear witness to the thoroughness with which 
the task of ears the law is being carried through. The concludi 
parts of the article on Constitutional Law deal with the Crown an 
the Executiveand with the Crown Revenues. Though the Cabinet is 
recognized neither by common nor by statute law, yet a section is use- 
fully inserted upon its position in the constitution, and sections are 
devoted to the Lord Chancellor, the Law Officers, and the various 
Departments of State. Information as to dealings with Crown lands 
is given in considerable detail, and this, which is not always readily 
accessible, will be of considerable value to the practitioner. The 
important a of contract has been treated concisely, but 
adequately, and, while for particular contracts reference is made to 
other parts of the work, the statement of the general principles of 
contract is lucid, and is supported by copious references in the notes. 
It is one of the advantages of the method of the work that the text 
is confined to definite propositions of law, and any necessary illus- 
trations or qualifications are relegated to the notes. The method con- 
duces to clearness and certainty, and, as far as we have observed, 
great care is taken not to omit any relevant authority. 

Vol. VIII. has followed with commendable rapidity Vol. VIT., and 
it includes several important subjects. The article on Copyholds 
contains, amongst other matter, a useful section on enfranchisement 
under the Copyhold Act, 1894, and other statutes ; that on Copyright 
is divided into three parts—literary, dramatic and musical, and artistic 
copyright, and presents a clear view of the numerous and somewhat 
dityeult statutes which regulate these matters ; and that on Coroners 
will be useful to the numerous class who, officially or professionally, 
have to attend at inquests. The subject of Corporations, again, 
frequently presents to the pre rgd matters of difficulty, and the 
general principles are well stated and the authorities given; in 
regard, for instance, to ultra vires there is a useful collection of 
the authorities ; and in the article on County Courts, the constitution 
of the courts, their procedure and jurisdiction are explained ; and 
in matters of detail, such as the jurisdiction and procedure under the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, full information is given, The 
execution of the work is admirably kept up to the level of the plans 
of the editors and publishers. 





History of English Law. 


A History or Eneusa Law. By W.S. Hoipsworrn, D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Voxs. I]. anp III. Methuen & Co. 


Volume 1 of this book was published some six years ago, and the 
author half-promises us a fourth volume in the future. The present 
volumes, however, have a unity of their own independently of their 
predecessor and possible successor, and can be read with pleasure and 
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digested with profit. One unusual expedient has been adopted—a 
very useful one; the common index to both volumes is printed at the 
end of each volume. The two main divisions of the book are : Anglo- 
Saxon Antiquities and The Medieval Common Law. Anglo-Saxon 
Antiquities, however, occupy but 106 pages of vol. 2, so that the 
matter in the two volumes is almost wholly concerned with the 
Medizval Common Law, its sources, history, and rules, from the 
Norman Conquest to Littleton, with pee yoo! Ere tow as far down 
as Blackstone in the eighteenth century, and a few references to even 
more recent authorities. For instance, Perry v. Clissold, a case 
decided by the Privy Council in 1907 is cited (3, p. 83). The 
apt citation of this case to illustrate the law of seisin suggests 
that the case of Merttens v. J/ill (1901, 1 Ch. 842), might well 
have appeared on p. 489 of vol. 2, as the most recent decision 
on the tenure of ancient demesne - deciding that the freehold 
is in the tenant and not in the lord. For two-thirds of vol. 2 Dr. 
Holdsworth traverses the ground covered by Pollock and Maitland’s 
History of English Law, and his indebtedness to the latter is evident 
on every page—and indeed is freely acknowledged. The plan of the 
book is to deal separately with the “ rules of law,” and in the third 
volume one again gets the benefit of the labours of the late Professor 
Maitland. It is, in fact, not the least among the merits of Dr. 
Holdsworth’s book that even the style of Maitland is constantly 
recalled to one by the perusal of a few consecutive sentences. 
Volume 3 will probably prove most attractive to practitioners who 
have not time to read the two volumes through, especially the first 
— with “The Land Law.” The whole system of the 

nglish law of possession, and its erection into what is in substance, 
though not in theory, a law of ownership, is set out as laid down in 
Pollock and Maitland, and carried on to Littleton and further. The 
a yonag- we (3, p. 79) that “the common law has not, and never has 
ad, any theory of ownership like that of the Roman law,” when 
compared with the modern system of equitable ownership, is one 
that is likely to be particularly fruitful in the minds of students of 
real property law. Another passage illustrating the change in the 
conception of rights struggling with old forms which had to be fitted 
on to the new theories, is that relating to guardian and ward (3, p. 401). 
These changes from medieval to modern ideas are brought out with 
great clearness, and these two volumes, even by themselves, should 
make the history and growth of our law the subject of wider and 
deeper interest among ordinary practitioners than they are at 
present. 





Books of the Week. 


Lely & Ags Agricultural Holdings: The Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908, and Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908, and other 
Agricultural Statutes, including those Relating to Distress, Game, and 
Wild Birds, arranged with Notes and Forms. Fourth Edition. By 
W. Hanpury Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at Law. Founded on 
Lely & Pearce’s Agricultural Holdings. Butterworth & Co. 


Valuation of Real Property : a Guide to the Principles of Valuation 
of Land and Buildings, &c., for Various Purposes, with Numerous 
Examples and a Supplementary Chapter on the Finance Bill, 1909. 
By Crarence A. Wess, Valuer and Rating Surveyor. Crosby Lock- 
wood & Son. 

A eg sare Guide to Solicitors’ County Court Costs, containing 
Table of Costs of all Proceedings in the County Courts; Scales of 
Costs ; Sections of the County Courts Acts, 1888 and 1903 and 
other Acts ; and all Rules affecting Costs Generally, and in Special 
Actions or Matters and Arbitrations under the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1906, and the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 ; with 
Copious Notes and Decisions. By Samuet FREEMAN, Solicitor. 
Butterworth & Co. 


Law, Practice, and Usage in the Solicitor’s Profession : bei 

j ice J f : being a 
Digest of Decisions of the Courts and Opinions, principally of the 
— of = Law cram affecting Solicitors (exclusive of the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the Solicitor: 

The Law Society. : oe 


New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court (July), 1909. 


Lord Chancellor’s Office, July 12, 1909 
The following draft Rules are published pursuat he Rules 
Anes et ee published pursuant to the Rules 
Order XI. Rule 8a. 


1. The procedure prescribed by Order XI. Rule 8, with 
reference to serving notice of a Writ of Summons shall apply to the 
service of all Orders or Notices directed to be served on any person 








Order XXII. Rule 15. 


2. Rules 15 and 15a are hereby repealed, and the following Rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof :— : i, ete. Ge 

15. In any cause or matter in the King’s Bench Division in which 
money or damages is or are claimed by or on behalf of an 
infant or a person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition no 
settlement or compromise, whether before or at or after the trial, 
shall be valid without the sanction of the Court or a Judge, and no 
money or damages recovered or awarded in any such cause or matter 
whether by settlement or compromise or at or after the trial, sha 
be paid to the next friend of the plaintiff or to the plaintiff's solicitor 
unless the Court or a Judge shall so direct. All money or damages 
so recovered or awarded shall, unless the Court or a Judge shall 
otherwise direct, be — to the Public Trustee and shall, subject to 
any general or special directions of the Court or a Judge, be held and 
applied by him in such manner as he shall think fit for the main- 
tenance and education or otherwise for the benefit of the plaintiff, 
The provisions of this Rule shall also apply to all actions in whieh 
damages are claimed or awarded or recovered by or on behalf of an 
infant or person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition under 
the Fatal Accidents Act (9 & 10 Vict. c. 93). Nothing in this Rule 
shall prejudice the lien of a solicitor for costs. 


Order LIV. Rule 31. 


3. Rule 31 is hereby repealed and the following Rule shall stand in 
lieu thereof :-— 

31. So far as practicable all Judge’s summonses and appeals and 
applications to the Judge taking interlocutory business in an action 
or matter, after the mode and place of trial have been fixed, shall, 
if such Judge so directs, be dealt with by the Judge who according to 
the rota of business in the King’s Bench Division and to the circuits 
announced for the Judges may be expected to try such action or 
matter. Otherwise such summonses, appeals, and applications shall 
be dealt with by the Judge for interlocutory business. 


Order LIV. Rule 32. 


4. Rule 22 shall be read as if the words from “and the action” 
down to “shall direct” were omitted therefrom. 


Order LIV. - Rule 33. 


5. Rule 33 shall be read as if the words “so soon as the place and 
mode of trial are fixed as aforesaid ” were omitted therefrom. 


Order LIV. Rule 36. 


6. Rule 36 shall be read as if the words “if such Judge shall be in 
London or” and the subsequent words “in London or” were omitted 
therefrom. , 

7. These Rules, which shall come into operation on the twelfth of 
October, 1909, may be cited as the rules of the Supreme Court (July) 
1909, and each Rule may be cited separately according to the heading 
thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

Note.—The Lord Chief Justice has issued atrections pursuant to 
Order LIV., Rule 34. 

Copies may be obtained on application at the Lord Chancellor's 
Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 


Rules Publication Act, 1903. 


The Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give 
notice of a new Order amending the Treasury Orders regulating fees 
in County Courts, and in the Court exercising the Stannaries Juris- 
diction, dated respectively the 30th December, 1903, and the 30th May, 
1907, and the 20th April,1897, and they thereby certify that on account 
of urgency such Order should come into immediate operation as a 
Provisional Order. : 5 
Any public body may obtain copies of the draft Order on _applic- 
ation to the County Courts Department, Whitehall, London, 8.W. 
Treasury, 13th July, 1909. 








In the House of Commons, on the 12th inst., Mr. Herbert asked the 
Prime Minister whether, having regard to the fact.that the county court 
judges were unable to cope with the amount of business at present 
assigned to the county courts, it was the intention of the Government 
to make a large addition to the number of county court judges in the 
event of the Bill just introduced for the purpose of removing the limit 
of jurisdiction of the county courts becoming law. Mr. Asquith said: 
I am informed that it is not the fact that county court judges are unable 
to cope with the amount of business at present assigned to them. If 
the Bill just introduced becomes law, there will be a considerable trans- 
fer of work from the county court judges to the registrar in cases below 
£5. Also it is quite possible that the work may be further reduced by 
alteration of the law in regard to imprisonment for debt, which w 





in a foreign country. 


take a very great part of their work away. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. v. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. 
8th and 9th July. 


Ramway—Computsory Powrers—Powers EXERCISEABLE FOR LIMITED 
Pertop—ExPIrRaTION oF Trme—CompaNny IN LAWFUL POSSESSION OF 
Lanp—Power To Construct Rarsway THEREON—ULTRA VIRES. 


A railway company were authorised to construct a railway, but a 
section of the special Act provided that if the railway was not com- 
pleted within five years then the powers given by the Act to the com- 
pany for making and completing the railway were to cease. 

Held, dismissing the appeal, that as the company had before the 
eapiration of the pve years lawfully acquired the right to use the land, 
they could make the railway under their common law powers, notwith- 
standing the expiration of the period for so doing given by statute. 


Decision of Court of Appeal (1908, 2 Ch. 644) affirmed. 


Appeal by the Midland Railway Co. from an order of the Court of 
Appeal affirming a judgment of Warrington, J. on the trial of the action 
so far as such judgment was appealed against by the appellants, and 
reversing that judgment so far as the same was appealed against by the 
respondents. The main question involved in this appeal was whether 
certain powers agreed to be granted by an agreement of the 23rd of 
July, 1896, over a certain section of the Midland Co.’s Railway lying 
between two points thereby agreed on for the formation of junctions 
were powers, as the Midland Co. contended, only in respect of traffic 
between the two junction points or extended, as the Great Western 
Railway Co. contended, to traffic coming on to the section of 
railway at either of the junction points, whether the same did or did 
not go off at the other of the said junction points. A further question 
also arose as to whether the statutory power of the Great Western 
Co. to construct the junction railways in question, so as to avail them- 
selves of the running powers agreed to be granted under the agreement, 
had or had not lapsed and become unexercisable by reason of the delay 
of the Great Western Railway Co. in such construction and an express 
avoiding section in the Act conferring their special powers on them. 
Warrington, J., held in favour of the respondents on the main point 
as well as on the question of delay. On appeal the decision of War- 
rington, J., was affirmed on the computation of time point, but reversed 
on the main point on the construction of certain sections in the special 
Act. The decision of the Court of Appeal on the first point is alone 
reported in 1908, 2 Ch. 644. The Midland Railway Co. appealed. 
Without calling on the respondents, 

Lord Loresurn, C., moved that the order appealed from should be 
affirmed, and the appeal dismissed with costs. In his opinion there 
was no restriction on the running powers of the respondent company ; 
there was no substance in the second point. The Great Western Rail- 
way Co. had acquired and paid for the rights which were necessary 
to complete the junctions, and it was of no consequence that the 
statutory period had expired, as they could do the work in virtue of 
their rights of ownership. 

Lords ASHBOURNE, JAMES OF HEREFORD, ATKINSON, CoLrINns, and 
SHaw concurred. Order accordingly.—Counsei, Upjohn, K.C., and 
Sargant, for the appellants; Cripps, K.C., Rowden, K.C., and H. 
“fright, for the respondents. Soxrcrrors, Beale & Co.; R. R. Nelson. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MURPHY v. DEICHLER AND OTHERS. 12th July. 


Wiut—Power or ApporntMENT BY Witt EXERCISED BY A FOoREIGN 
Subsyect—WIL INVALID By Foretagn LAw—VAatipity or APPOINTMENT 
—Wiuts Act, 1837 (1 Vict. c. 26). 


The execution by a foreign subject of an English testamentary power 
of appointment by a will in English form is valid, although the will by 
which the power was exercised is not made in accordance with the law 
of the testatriz’s domicil. 

This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal in Ireland. 
The facts shortly were that the plaintiffs—the respondents in this 
appeal—were the executors and trustees of Ellen Siebert, late of Ham- 
burg, in the German Empire, who died on the 28th of March, 1904, and 
the action was brought to establish the will and codicil of Frau Siebert, 
as an execution of a power of appointment vested in her by the will of 
her father, John Charters, of County Down, whose will was proved 
on the 31st of August, 1874. Mr. Charters charged his property with 
two sums of £13,000 and £4,000 in favour of his daughter, and, after 
her death, of her issue born within legal limit of time, in such shares 
and subject to such provisions as she should by deed or will appoint, and 
in default of appointment amongst all her children equally. Ellen 
Charters was born in Ireland in 1831, and in 1851 was married at Belfast 
to Herr Siebert, a German. Their eldest child, born at Belfast in 1854, 
was married to the respondent, Otto Deichler. In that year the family 
settled at Frankfurt, and became German citizens. There were several 
other children, one of them being the appellant—defendant in the action— 
the wife of Bisham O’Neill Murphy. The testatrix’s husband died in 
1882, and the testatrix, as has been said, died in 1904, at Dover. She 
made a will and codicil. By the will, which confirmed a previous will, 
she appointed the £17,000 equally among her four children for life, and 
after death for their issue. By the codicil she revoked the benefits 
which she had previously conferred on Mrs. O'Neill Murphy, who was 





formerly Mrs. Bainbridge, and her children. The respondents were 
advised by a German lawyer that both will and codicil were invalid in 
termany, and that under German law the testatrix died intestate. 
They were, however, executed in compliance with the requirements of 
English law. The action was heard before Gibson, J., who held that 
the will and codicil were admissible to probate. The Court of Appeal 
(Lord O’Brien, C.J., and Johnson and Wright, JJ.) affirmed this 
decision. The defendant appealed. In the course of the argument for 
the appellants the following cases were referred to, which the Irish 
courts followed, and which were all in favour of the respondents; it 
being contended that none of them being binding on this House, their 
lordships were free to lay down a new rule: J'atnall v. Hankey (1838, 
2 Moo. P. C. 342), Barnes v. Vincent (5 Moo. 201), Crookenden v. 
Fuller (1 Sw. & Tris. 41), Hallyburton v. Hallyburton (L. R. 1 P. & 
D. 90), Re Huber (1896, P. 209), and Re Price (1900, 1 Ch. 442). With- 
out calling on the respondents, 

Lord Loresurn, C., in giving judgment, said : Counsel have urged 
all possible arguments in support of this appeal, and I think they have 
perhaps shewn that seventy years ago their arguments might possibly 
have prevailed. But it has been established—I think not unreasonably— 
that if it is a proper execution of an English power of appointment by will 
and no more said, if it be executed by will in English form, even 
although the person appointing be domiciled abroad and the will be not 
validly executed according to the law of the domicil, the document 
may be admitted to probate as a will for the purpose of the appoint- 
ment, although it might not be admissible for other purposes. I think 
that this case falls within the rule that it is neither necessary nor 
advisable to disturb a fixed vractice which has been so long observed in 
regard to the disposition of property, even though it may have been 
disapproved at times by individual judges, when no real point of 
principle has been violated. I think that your lordships will be well 
advised to adhere to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ireland, and 
I move that the appeal be dismissed with costs. 

Lords AsHBOURNE, ATKINSON, and SHAw concurred. Appeal dis- 
missed.—CounsgL, Sir Edward Carson, K.C., R. F. Bayford, and J. H. 
Watts, for the appellant; Denis S. Henry, K.C., and J. A. Weir John- 
ston (both of the Irish Bar), for the respondents. Soricrrors, Kenneth, 
Brown, & Co., for E. B. Wannop, Littlehampton; A. F. Douglas, for 
H.C. Weir, Belfast. * 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barriater-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


LYONS v. FINANCIAL NEWS (LIM.) AND OTHERS. No. 1. 
10th July. 


PRactice—LIsEL—PARTICULARS CONTAINING IMPUTATIONS ON PLAINTIFF 
Not CONTAINED IN ALLEGED Liset—Farr ComMMENT—ORDER OF JUDGE 
IN CHAMBERS RESTRICTING PARTICULARS AND ORDERING FURTHER 
PARTICULARS. 


The defendants in a libel action pleaded in paragraph 9 of their 
defence that ‘‘in so far as the said words consist of statements of fact 
the same in their natural and ordinary signification were true in sub- 
stance and in fact; in so far.as the said words consisted of comment, 
it was fair comment upon a matter of public interest, namely, the 
facts.’ Particulars were given to show that the matter complained of 
was a matter of public interest, and circumstances were stated outside 
the statements made in the article complained of to show that the com- 
ment upon ‘“‘the said facts”’ was fair comment. The plaintiff com- 
tended that the particulars embarrassed him in his action, and Channell, 
J., made the following order :—‘‘ The defendants to amend the parti- 
culars under paragraph 9 of the defence by distinguishing and stating 
separately in the particulars the statement of facts made in their alleged 
libel which they justified as true in substance and in fact, and which 
they relied on as being matter on which they were entitled to comment, 
and by striking out any allegations of fact which do not come under one 
of those heads.”” The defendants appealed. 

The Court allowed the appeal. 

Digby v. Financial News (Limited) (1907, 1 Q. B. 502, 23 7. L. R. 
117) considered and approved. 


Appeal by the defendants from an order of Channell, J., in chambers 
in an action for libel. The libel complained of was a criticismeof a 
prospectus which appeared in the defendants’ paper of a concern called 
the Cliff Palace Hotel (Limited), a company formed with the object 
of building or amending an existing building at Birchington-on-Sea, with 
the object of carrying it on as a first-class hotel. The article was 
headed :—‘‘ Cliff Palace Hotel: A Word of Caution,’’ and dealt with 
the prospectus and pointed out various considerations which led the 
writer to think that it was a project which might as well be left alone. 
The innuendo alleged upon the libel was that the plaintiff was endeavour- 
ing to get an excessive profit for himself by the sale to the company, 
and was offering to the public what he knew, or ought to have known, 
was a bad bargain, and was recommending on a false estimate of profits. 
The defendants admitted publication, but denied the innuendo, and 
paragraph 9 of the defence, the material paragraph in the. appeal, was 
as follows :—‘‘ In so far as the said words consist of statements of fact 
the same in their natural and ordinary signification were true in sub- 
stance and in fact; in so far as the said words consist of comment, it 


-was fair comment, upon a matter of public interest, namely the said 


facts.’’ Under that paragraph two heads of particulars of justification 
were given. Particulars A were to shew that the matter complained of 
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was a matter of public interest, and the circumstances under which the 
right to comment arose; and particulars B were particulars of the facts 
on which the defendants relied as shewing that the comment there made 
upon the prospectus was fair comment. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
defence was embarrassing, and further that as many of the statements 
put forward by the defendants in their defence were absolutely un- 
covered by the libel, the defendants could not rely on them as they 
had no right to make fresh imputations in their particulars. Channell, 
J., made the following order :—‘‘ The defendants to amend the parti- 
culars under paragraph 9 of the defence by distinguishing and stating 
separately in the particulars the statement of facts made in their alleged 
libel which they justified as true in substance and which they 
relied on as being matter on which they were entitled to comment, 
and by striking out any allegations of fact which do not come under 
one of those heads. The defendants appealed. 

FietcHer Movtron, L.J., in giving judgment, said the defendants 
justified the whole of the article on which the action was brought. His 
lordship referred to Digby v. Financial News (Limited) (1907, 1 K. B.., 
at p. 507). In this case the particulars just stated the grounds on which 
the defendants were going to say that the matter commented upon was a 
matter of public interest. The second set of particulars were of the facts 
which were going to be relied upon by the defendants, some of which 
were expressly stated in the libel, and some of which, though relevant 
to the matter of the libel, were not expressly stated therein. The 
defendants told the plaintiff that they were going to rely on all those 
facts stated in the particulars to justify or to shew that the comment 
they made was fair. He doubted whether an order could have been 
made on the defendants requiring them to give such particulars as 
appeared in their statement of defence, but they had put them forward, 
and his lordship was not satisfied that they would embarrass the plain- 
tiff at all. The order appealed from would therefore be set aside and 
this appeal allowed, costs of the appeal being made the defendants in 
any event. 

Bucktey, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Norman Craig, K.C., for the 
defendants; Lush, K.C., arid P. Rose Innes, for the plaintiff. Soxt- 
crrors, Lewis & Lewis; Brandon & Nicholson. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re T, & ©. (SOLICITORS), No. 2. 8th July. 


Soriciror — Taxation — Spectra AGREEMENT — CasH Account — Sott- 
cirors’ ReMuNERATION Act, 1881, s. 18 (1) (4). 


On a common order to tax a solicitor’s bill of costs the taxing-master 
has no jurisdiction to include in such taxation an item in an account 
headed ‘‘ Cash Account,” representing work done under a special agree- 
ment. 


This was an appeal from a decision (reported ante, p. 598) dismissing 
a summons which asked that the objections of the applicant to the 
taxation of costs in this matter under an order dated the 7th of January, 
1909, might be allowed, and that it might be referred back to the 
taxing-master to vary his certificate accordingly. The applicant 
appealed. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Kennepy, L.,J.) allowed the 
appeal. 

The facts are sufficiently set out in the judgment of 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—In the course of the argument on this appeal 
many points have been raised upon which it is not necessary or proper 
that we should express our opinion. Our decision must depend upon 
the construction of an order of course obtained by Messrs. T. & C. 
against their client Miss A. In September, 1907, Miss A. in writing 
requested Mr. T. to proceed to Canada to advise her with regard to 
the matters in which she required an English solicitor, and stated that 
she was prepared to pay Mr. T.’s hotel and all other expenses in con- 
nection with his travelling and stay in Canada, and forty guineas per 
week for his remuneration during the time he was necessarily absent 
from England. Mr. T. went to Canada and received various sums on 
account. He returned to England in July, 1908, in the same vessel as 
his client, and while on board ship he delivered to her an account, of 
which she in writing acknowledged the correctness, claiming a balance 
of £714 under the agreement of September, 1907. She subsequently 
paid him £500 on account. The solicitors delivered three bills of costs 
to the client : (1) a bill for £9 9s. for ‘‘ costs with reference to Mr. T.’s 
attendance in Canada’’; (2) a bill for £18 19s. 8d. for “‘ further costs 
in connection with work done in England ”’ ; and (3) a bill for £38 9s. 2d. 
for ‘‘wosts with reference to work done in England.’’ These accounts 
were sent with two letters of the 5th of October, 1908, and the 2nd of 
December 1908, or with one of them, together with what was called a 
‘cash account.’’ On the credit side were entered, under date the 16th 
of July, 1908, £714 as ‘‘ balance due from Miss A. for fees to this 
date,’’ and on the debit side, under date the 29th of July, 1908, £500 
‘by cash of you.’”’ On the credit side there were also entered the bills 
of costs as delivered, with some other items. In this state of things 
the solicitors on the 7th of January, 1909, presented a petition for an 
order of course in which they stated that ‘‘ on the 5th of October, 1908, 
and the 2nd of December, 1908, they caused bills of their charges for 
miscellaneous matters with cash account, together with letters,’”’ to be 
delivered to Miss A.,and they prayed that it might be referred to the 
taxing-master to tax and settle the bills with the usual directions. The 
order of course followed the prayer and directed the taxing-master to 
tax “the said bills.’’ When the matter came before the taxing-master 
the objection was taken that he could only tax the three bills and had 
nothing to do with the £714 item. He assented to this view, but he 
beld that as £500 was admitted to have been received by the solicitors 





in their cash account, he was entitled to take the other side of the 
account, and acting under section 8, sub-section 4, of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881, he certified that the agreement of September, 
1907, was fair and reasonable, and made his certificate on the footing 
that £714 was due from the client. On an application to vary the 
certificate, Warrington, J., held (ante, p. 598), as it seems to me most 
properly, that the taxing-master’s view could not be supported, because 
the £714 was not a proper item in a cash account, as it had never been 
paid by the solicitors. But he arrived at the same result ¥ holding 
that the order to tax really included not merely the three bills deli- 
vered, but also the £714 claimed as due for fees under the agreement. 
With the utmost respect for Warrington, J., and with regret, I am 
unable to assent to this. It seems to me that the bills of costs deli- 
vered on the named dates were the three bills all headed ‘‘ costs,’’ and 
nothing more. The account claiming £714, no copy of which is forth- 
coming, was delivered in July, 1908, and I cannot treat the insertion 
of the items in the cash account as a redelivery of the account in 
October or December. I cannot treat the cash account as being, or as 
containing, a bill of costs. The client’s objection to the jurisdiction 
is technical, and I am very reluctant to allow it. But I cannot escape 
from the conclusion that the taxing-master exceeded his jurisdiction, 
The appeal must be allowed, with costs here and below. 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred.—Counset, J'errell, K.C., and Le Riche; 
Cave, K.C., and Lambert. Soxrcrrors, for the appellant, Hubbard & 
Shepard. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriniine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re “‘ORLWOOLA” TRADE-MARK. Eve, J. Ist July. 


TRADE-MaRK—REGISTRATION—INVENTED Worpd—DIsTINCTIVE Mark— 
User—Trave-Marks Act, 1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 15), ss. 9 (5), 31, 36. 


The word “ Orlwoola’’ used in connection with woollen goods is not 
an invented word, but by actual user extending over more than twelve 
years it had become identified with the respondents’ goods, and there- 
fore was registrable as a distinctive mark under the T'rade-Marks Act, 
1905. 


These were two applications, one to rectify the register by expunging 
the word ‘‘ Orlwoola,’’ the other for an order directing the registrar to 
proceed with the registration of the word ‘‘ Osowoolo.’’ In 1896 the 
respondents commenced to manufacture and sell a woollen material to 
which was attached the name ‘‘ Orlwoola.’’ The word was registered 
as a trade-mark under the Act of 1888, in the years 1899 and 1900, in 
four classes, including class 38, and the respondents had ever since con- 
tinued its use. The sales had been considerable, and a sum of £8,000 
had been expended by the respondents in advertising their goods in 
connection with the mark. There was evidence that the word had 
become identified with the respondents’ goods, and there was no 
evidence that the registration of the mark had caused any deception or 
given rise to any confusion or inflicted any hardship on other traders. 

Eve, J.—The motion to rectify is made under section 31 (1) of the 
Act of 1905, which section is qualified by section 36. In order there- 
fore to succeed in removing the respondents’ mark, the applicants must 
satisfy the court not only that it was not registrable under the Acts 
in force in 1899 and 1900, but also that it is not a registrable trade- 
mark under the Act of 1905. ‘‘ Section 36,’’ says Parker, J. (1908, 
2 Ch., p. 283), ‘‘ may be well interpreted as meaning—Take the facts 
as they exist at the commencement of the Act of 1905. If on those 
facts the mark could then have been registered, it becomes by virtue of 
the Act rightly on the register, and cannot be removed on the ground 
that it was not registrable under the earlier Acts.’’ That is very much 
the same as was said by Buckley, L.J., in Gestetner’s T'rade-Mark (1908, 
1 Ch. 521). The applicants contend that the mark was not an invented 
word registrable under section 10 of the Act of 1888, and further that 
it was not registrable as an invented word or distinctive mark under 
the Act of 1905. To the eye the collocation of the letters in ‘ Orl- 
woola ’”’ presents, in my opinion, an invented word, but vocalized it 
suggests at once to the ear a combination of the two words “ all wool.”’ 
Is such a word an invented word? Lord Herschell in the Solio case 
(1898, A.C., p. 581) says the combination of two words is not an in- 
vented word, though not in use before, nor is a variation of ortho- 
graphy if to the eye or ear the same idea would be conveyed by the 
word in its ordinary form. That was adopted by Cozens-Hardy, J., 
and the Court of Appeal in the Uneeda case (1902, 1 Ch. 783), and I 
must follow their example and hold that the word ‘‘ Orlwoola ”’ is not 
under either Act an invented word. Then is it a distinctive mark, that 
is a mark adapted to distinguish the respondents’ goods from those of 
other people registrable under the Act of 1905? The word cannot in 
itself be said to be distinctive of them. But in determining whether 
the word is adapted to distinguish the respondents’ goods I am entitled 
to take into consideration the extent to which the ‘actual use has 
rendered it in fact distinctive. The evidence shews that the word has 
become identified with the respondents’ goods, and the actual com- 
mercial user of the mark has rendered it distinctive of the goods for 
which it was registered. But the recent decision of Warrington, J., in 
the California Fig Syrup case (26 R. P. C. 436) shews that this con- 
clusion does not necessarily constitute the mark one which the court in 
the exercise of its discretion ought to declare to be a registrable dis- 
tinctive mark. The applicants say that the principle embodied in that 
judgment ought to be applied to the respondents’ mark, because its regis- 
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tration is calculated to create the impression that the owners of the 
mark have a monopoly of the descriptive phrase ‘‘ all wool,’’ and to 
expose honest competitors to the risk of committing innocent and in- 
advertent infringements. I think the first of these objections is obviated 
by the disclaimer which accompanies the registration and by the pro- 
visions of section 44 of the Act, and that as regards the second, the 
respondents are justified in pointing to the practical experience of the 
yast as the truest indication of what is likely to obtain in the future. 
On the whole I think there are no such circumstances as would justify 
me in deciding that the respondents are not entitled to retain the 
advantage which the actual user of the mark for over twelve years has 
iven them, and 1 think that the mark is registrable under the Act of 
1905 as a distinctive mark, and accordingly that it cannot be expunged, 
although not a registrable mark under the statutes in force when it was 
in fact registered. With regard to the motion to proceed with the 
registration of Osowoolo, the registrar has come to the conclusion that 
the registration would be calculated to deceive, and refused to allow it. 
On the evidence before him, I do not see how he could have arrived at 
any other conclusion, and the further evidence filed on the appeal is not 
of a nature to induce me to overrule his decision. Had I felt any doubt 
on the point I should have directed the motion to stand over, in order 
to give the registrar an opportunity of applying for leave under section 
14 (8) to raise the further ground of objection that Osowoolo is not an 
invented word ; but in the cireumstances that is not necessary, and I 
dismiss the motion with costs,—CounseEL, Jessel, K.C., and Fletcher 
Moulton; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sebastian. Soxtcrrors, S. LE. 
Lambert; Timbrell & Deighton. 
[Reported by 8. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re DONALD. MOORE v. SOMERSET. Warrington, J. 
lst, 2nd, 6th, and 7th July. 


Wut—Copicits—REPUBLICATION—MEANING OF ‘‘ PERSONS TO WHOM I 
HAVE GIVEN LeGacigs ’’—INSTITUTIONS THAT HAVE ‘‘ CEASED TO Exist ”’ 
—VoLUNTEER UNnits—TERRITORIAL AND ReEsERVE Forces Act, 1907 
—County AssocIaATIONS—CHARITABLE BEQUEST. 


Where a will and seven codicils were republished, under the old law, 
by an eighth codicil, and even without such confirmation, the descrip- 
tion ‘‘ persons and institutions to whom and to which I have given 
poery legacies’’ in the first codicil was held to cover pecuniary 
egatees under the will and all the codicils. 

Re Champion (1893, 1 CA. 101) explained and followed. 

Bequests for the benefit of volunteer, yeomanry, and militia wni's 
enure for the benefit of the corresponding territorial and special reserve 
units established under the Territorial and Reserve Forces Act, 1907, 
and in the case of the territorial units must be paid over to the proper 
county associations. A bequest to the officer commanding a battalion 
“for the mess of that regiment, or for the poor of the regiment,” is a 
good charitable bequest. 


The will of the testator in this case was dated the 23rd of December, 
1893, and contained a number of pecuniary legacies and a distribution 
of residue. Between the date of his will and his death in January, 
1902, the testator made eight codicils. By these he varied many legacies 
and added others, and by some of them (but not by the last) he ex- 
pressly confirmed the will and previous codicils. By the first he varied 
the distribution of residue made by his will, and directed that three- 
eighths of his residue should be accumulated for seven years and then 
divided ‘‘rateably among the persons and institutions to whom and to 
which I have given pecuniary legacies (and the foregoing five eighth 
shares of residue by this codicil to my will) or such of them as shall 
then be alive and existing. In the event, however, of any such 
legatee dying, or any such institution ceasing to exist, prior to the ex- 
piration of such seven years, the share to which he or it would have 
been entitled shall go to my next-of-kin.”’ By the fourth codicil he 
in effect converted this three-eighths into three-stxths. The eighth codicil 
was described as a codicil to his will by date. The first question for 
determination under this summons was whether the direction to distri- 
bute three-sixths of the residue, contained in the first and fourth 
ao covered the pecuniary legatees under the will and all the 
codicils. 

Warrineton, J.—The question is whether the words ‘to whom and 
to which I have given pecuniary legacies’’ are to be confined to the 
persons whom the testator benefited by his will and his first codicil, or 
should include all those whom he benefited by any of his testamentary 
dispositions. The will and the seven codicils were all republished py 
the eighth, under the old law, despite the omission of any words of 
confirmation. To take the point of construction first: what is the 
meaning of these words, in a document which is intended to take 
effect after death and in which the testator, though dead, yet speaketh ? 
The testator may use expressions referring to what was past at the 
date of writing, such as ‘‘to whom I have heretofore given. . . .” 
or “to whom I have in this document and in my will dated, &c., give 
‘+ . .”’ But that is not what he has done. He has said “to 
whom and to which I have given pecuniary legacies.’’ He does not, 
therefore, qualify the words by any adverb of any kind. What is the 
natural meaning, when you consider the nature of the document? It 
must be ‘‘to whom I have by my testamentary dispositions given. . .” 
The later codicils are part of _ his testamentary dispositions. 
On the construction of the will, by itself, I think the words ‘have 
given" imply ‘‘ when this will comes into operation.’’ But, supposing 
that is wrong, what is the effect of the confirmation? You must treat 
this will as if it had been written out on that day ; it must have such 





effect, though, perhaps, it is not correct to say that it must be so con- * 
strued. The case is similar to Re Champion (1893, 1 Ch. 101). [His 
lordship stated the facts and the decision in that case, so far as they 
were material, and proceeded :] That could only have been because 
the will, by virtue of the confirmation, took effect as if it had been 
written at the date of the codicil. The construction is exactly the same, 
but the effect is different—the things included are different. That, 1 
think, explains the apparent difference between He Champion and Mac- 
donald v. Irvine (26 W. R. 381; 8 Ch. D. 101). Now, applying Re 
Champion to the present case, it seems to me that even if I am wrong 
on the point of construction, that makes the meaning of the will clear 
beyond all question. The words mean the same at the later date; only 
the testamentary dispositions are more numerous. It is said that Re 
Champion refers only to the subject-matter of the gifts and not to the 
objects. But I fail to see the distinction. There is no authority for 
it, except Mr. Pemberton’s argument in Pattison v. Pattison (1 M. x 
K., at p. 14), and the unknown case to which he refers; but in that 
unknown case to alter the objects of the gift- would have been to alter 
the construction of the will, and it is quite plain that that is the dis- 
tinction which Mr. Pemberton was making. Whether you take the 
codicil by itself or whether you look at it as merely one part of the 
testamentary dispositions, republished at the date of the last codicil, 
the words must be implied ‘‘ at the date of my last testamentary dis- 
position.”” 

Among the effectual bequests were legacies to the officers commanding 
certain volunteer and yeomanry units, which were to be held by them 
‘‘for any purpose or purposes which they may think to be for the 
benefit of their respective corps, it being my intention that the said 
funds shall be deemed private funds and be held and expended entirely 
independently of Government control, the receipts of the commanding 
officers being a sufficient discharge to my trustees,’’ and a legacy to the 
officer commanding the Northamptonshire Militia ‘‘for the mess of 
that regiment or for the poor of the regiment.’’ It was contended on 
behalf of the next-of-kin that the differences between these “‘ institu- 
tions’ and their successors under the Territorial and Reserve Forces 
Act, 1907, were so great that the older units had ‘‘ ceased to exist”’ 
within the meaning of the will, and that the shares of residue given to 
them after the expiration of seven years must go over to the next-of- 
kin. : 

Warrincton, J., considered the facts and the terms of the Act and 
of certain Orders in Council made thereunder, and proceeded : Have 
these units ceased to exist? In my opinion, the effect of the Act has 
been to recognize and not to destroy them. If it were otherwise, the 
transfer of their property made under the Act would be most unjust. 
I think, therefore, that these shares are payable to the proper persons 
in respect of the units now representing the units named in the will. 
As to the volunteer and yeomanry units, the shares must go to the 
respective county associations. These are no doubt funds directed to 
be held by the commanding officers, ‘‘ for the benefit of their respective 
corps”’; but Parliament has in effect said that such funds shall be 
held by someone else, and since the commanding officers could not use 
them for their own purposes they must be paid to the county associa- 
tions and be applied by them for the benefit of these corps. As for the 
Sorthaebeutiive Militia, I think, on the authority of Re Good, Haring- 
ton v. Watts (53 W. R. 476 ; 1906, 2 Ch. 60), that the gift to them was a 
charitable gift for ‘ setting out of soldiers ’’ within the statute 43 Eliz. 
c. 4. In this case the bequest is for the mess generally, and therefore | 
the difficulty spoken of by Farwell, J., in Re Good does not arise. But 
whether on this or on general grounds I should hold this gift a charit- 
able gift; and the proper person to administer it is the commanding 
officer for the time being of the unit now representing the old 3rd Bat- 
talion Northamptonshire Regiment.—CounsexL, 2, Beaumont ; Ashwor 
James ; Terrell, K.C., and Pattisson ; Dighton Pollock ; Herbert Brown; 
Sheldon; Christopher James; Sargant and Wilbraham. So.icrrors, 
Wilde, Moore, Wigston, & Co.; Williams & James ; Hores, Pattisson, & 
Bathurst; A. R. & H. Steele; Roy & Cartwright; Lovell, Son, & Pit- 
field; Trinder, Capron, & Co.; The Treasury Solicitor. 

(Reported by H. F. CHETTLE, Barrister-at-Law.]} 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Law Society was held at the 
society’s hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 9th inst., Mr. J. 8. 
Breawg, the retiring President, taking the chair. Among those present 
were Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, M.A. (Vice-President), Mr. 
Charlés Mylne Barker, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, Mr. Edmund 
Kell Blyth, Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. Alfred Henry Coley 
(Birmingham), Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), 
Sir Edward Henry Fraser, D.C.L. (Nottingham), Mr. Samuel Garrett, 
M.A., Mr. William Edward Gillett, Mr. John Waller Hills, M.P., Sir 
John Hollams, Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. Ernest Fitzjohn Old- 
ham, Mr. William Worship Paine, B.A., Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. 
Thomas Rawle, Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, B.A., LL.D., D.C.L., Mr. 
Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Frank 
William Stone (Tunbridge Wells), Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor, Mr. 
Walter Trower, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, and Mr. Arthur 
Wightman (Sheffield), members of the Council ; also Mr. Charles Elten 
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Longmore (Hertford), Mr. Charles Henry Morton (Liverpool), Mr. 
Robert Pybus, M.A. (Newcastle-upon-Tyne), and Mr. Francis Sturge 
‘Bristol), extraordinary members of the Council. ’ 

VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 

The Presipent said there were twelve vacancies on the Council, and 
there were more than twelve candidates, therefore, unless a sufficient 
number withdrew, the election would have to be by ballot. He had 
received a letter from Mr. Lyttelton withdrawing his candidature. 
As there were no other withdrawals, it was his duty to nominate five 
scrutineers, as follows :—Mr. W. J. Fraser, Mr. F. Churchill Still, 
Mr. R. Clegg Atkinson, Mr. F. A. P. Stokes, and Mr. C. D. King 
Farlow. 

The following are the candidates :—*Mr. James Samuel Beale, Sir 
Homewood Crawford, Mr. Robert William Dibdin, *Mr. Samuel 
Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. Frank 
Brinsley-Harper, *Sir John Hollams, *+Mr. William John Humfrys 
(Hereford), *tMr. Joseph Farmer Milne (Manchester), +Mr. Charles 
Henry Morton (Liverpool), Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. George 
Heynes Radford, LL.B., M.P., and *Mr. William Howard Winter- 
botham. 

PRESIDENT AND Vick-PRESIDENT. 


Mr. William Howard Winterbotham (London) was elected president, 
and Mr. Hy. Jas. Johnson (London) vice-president, for the year 
ensuing. 

Auvpitors. 


The following gentlemen had been proposed as auditors of the 
society’s accounts :—Mr. John Stephen Chappelow, F.C.A., Mr. 
Edward Temple Gurdon, and Mr. Hy. Seely. 

Mr. Cuas. Forp (London) called attention to the fact that only one 
professional gentleman had been proposed for election. He should like 
to propose that there should be a second professional auditor. 

The Present said that such a motion could not be brought forward 
without notice. Of course, it was quite competent to alter the principle 
of election, but notice must be given. He then declared the candidates 
duly elected. 

Mr. Forp said he would bring the matter forward on a future 
occasion. 

Soctety’s Accounts. ArticLep CierKs’ Funp. 

The Prestpent moved the adoption of the accounts. 

Mr. Forp said he could not let the motion pass without making his 
annual protest with regard to the manner in which that portion relating 
to the articled clerks’ fund was-made up. There had been improvement 
in this respect, but the process was very slow. He hoped the Council 
would go on in the good road on which they were travelling, so that 
at last the members would be able to feel that the articled clerks’ 
fund was being apportioned in the way the Act of Parliament required. 
He did not know whether the members of the Council were unanimous 
on the subject, or whether some agreed with what he had been urging 
for many years. But charges were still made against the fund, with 
the result that an excess of expenditure over income was shown of 
£186 10s. 2d., when the fund ought to show a balance the other way. 
The account was charged with £765 18s. 7d. for *‘rates, taxes, &c.,”’ 
which was most unfair. ‘‘ Salaries to officers, clerks, servants, and pen- 
sions ’’ were charged £3,323 8s. 2d. Notwithstanding the large amount 
that was received from the articled clerks, the Council distributed out of 
the general funds of the society only £283 19s. 10d. for the encourage- 
ment of study. He really did feel that this was a most unfair state 
of things. He knew it had been the argument of former presidents that 
the judges had approved of this form of account, but that was many 
years ago. He wanted an explanation of the item, ‘ Scholarship pay- 
ments and class prizes, £860 13s. 6d.,’’ which he understood was for 
prizes given by benevolent persons, and had nothing to do with the 
section of the Act which required that a separate account should be 
kept. 

Me. Watter Trower (chairman of the Finance Committee) said the 
latter item was in respect of scholarships given by the society out of 
the funds -to the general body of articled clerks who were examined 
specially for the purpose. He thought this came within the Act of 
Parliament as encouraging education. They were s holarships given, 
without any preference to any person, by examination of the whole 
body of articled clerks. Most of them were studentships of £50 a 
year, which were held for three years, and they were given on condition 
that the students to whom they were awarded should continue their 
course of studies in a certain method. 

DisciPLINE COMMITTEE GRANT. 

Mr. J, 8S. RusinsrEin called attention to the following item in the 
accounts : “‘ Grant from his Majesty’s Government towards expenses of 
discipline, £2,000.” He thought the Council should consider whether 
or not they could dispense with this. He had the strongest objection 
to going to the authorities for a grant of this character, because one 
knew that the authorities did not give anything unless they got some- 
thing in return, and the feeling was that the society was more or less 
expected to meet certain viewsthe authorities had with which they 
were not in agreement, because they contributed to the funds what 








* The candidates marked thus are retiring members of the Council, who, being 
eligible, have been nominated for re-election. 

1 The candidates marked thus are proposed in accordance with the scheme of nomi- 
sation of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, pursuant to the resolution of tLe | 
society ing to country vacancies, adopted cn the Sth of July, 1907. 
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The motion was carried unanimously. 

ANNUAL REPORT. 
The PrEsIDENT moved the adoption of the annual report. 
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society had given evidence before it, and surely the a 
society were entitled to know what had happened. W hy was t i as. 
kept back? Because that it was being kept back w as Obv ious to € " 
body. It was felt, if he might say so, that the Scotch ean es 
decided that the system was absolutely unsuited for Scotland, = 
that fact being known to the authorities, one would like the —— - 
the views which had been arrived at by that intelligent body shou 
be made known to the public. These Royal Commissions sat * be 
serious expense to the public. He thought that the amount eg 
last year for the Scotch Commission was over £1,000, and surely Be 
public were entitled to know what they got for this money. nei 
question of the inquiry into the desirability of the extension of i 
system was a very narrow one, and it was most unfortunate that ' ne 
Commission decided to take the evidence in camera. his bis . 
matter of general interest, and the public ought to know what evic ene 
was given. But the Commission had sat in camera, and they were 
doing so still. Last August, the Z'imes, referring to this C ~_oer 
said the report would not be long delayed. That was just bwe : 
months ago, and yet it was delayed. It was suggested that the repo! 
would be issued at that time so that it might be of service to - 
English Commission sitting at present. But it had not been 7 
and as far as one could judge it was not likely to be issued. hia 
was really a most unfortunate state of things, and he should have 
welcomed some remarks by the Council with regard to it, and to the 
extraordinary way in which the matter had been dealt with by the 
authorities. Protests had been made more than once, because of the 
fact that one of the commissioners on the Scotch Commission was the 
registrar himself, Mr. Brickdale. His was a most unfortunate appoim 
ment, because one realised that the Scotch Commission, out of deference 
to the views of an official like Mr. Brickdale, would feel a certain 
diffidence in advising that the system was unworkable, the result of 
which would be that one of their colleagues (Mr. Brickdale) would lose 
his lucrative appointment. He had expressed these views with great 
regret. He had been repeatedly in communication with the secretary, 
and the only information he could get from hin was that when tli¢ 
report was ready it would be presented to Parliament. ‘hat meant 
nothing There was no reasonable explanation given why the report 
had not been presented long ago. 

Roya ComMISsION IN ENGLAND. 


He could say more upon the subject, but he would pass to the nex! 
paragraph in the report which dealt with the present Royal Commission 
sitting in England. He did not. want to say anything, as the matter 
was still on inquiry. But it was most unfortunate indeed in the public 
There was no 


reason for that, so far as one could judge, except the desire of the 
He did think, 


authorities and the officials to keep people in the dark. 


kno’ 
the 

that 
rept 
to g 
for 

forn 
£0 ¢ 
to t 
othe 
rep 
thos 
jn is 
He 

thre 
the 

be ¢ 
evid 
opp. 
that 
that 
One 
unfc 
mem 
aske 
that 
abso 
aske 
this 
the 

they 
shou 
with 
such 
in th 
have 


Tl 
follo 
Com 
been 
that 
prac 
Socie 
prov 
Bill 
that 
meet 
out 1 
the | 
eight 
a Q. 
resol 
profe 
mitte 
time 
his ] 
simp 

m 
solic 
law | 
inade 
sion 
the o 
incor 
stitut 
and | 
lost s 
regar 
that 
rules 
made 
of th 
grate 


Mr 
soviet 
place 
place 
mode 

ave 
lane | 
accou 
was 
Coun: 
under 
to be 


Th 
was } 
the b 





S were 
| have 
me to 

think 
ntirely 
matter 
licitor 
rar he 
£2,075 
1, and 
es for 
hether 

SO as 
d the 
| than 


stein’s 
costly 
ind it 
share 
as too 
do if 
be in 
which 


h the 
ithout 
1d he 
ay of 
Royal 
h the 
© the 
ed in 
land, 
ssued 
eared 
this 
f the 
f the 
eport 
very- 
1 had 
and 
fit. of 
hould 
very 
owed 
y the 
The 
f the 
t the 
as @& 
lence 
were 
sion, 
welve 
eport 
» the 
sued, 
That 
have 
» the 
, the 
the 
s the 
oint- 
rence 
rtain 
of 
lose 
vreat 
tary, 
| bie 
jeant 
sport 


next 
ssion 
atter 
ublic 
s no 

the 


iink, 


July 17, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WELKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 53.-] 675 








knowing what an enormous amount of time some solicitors had given to 
the matter and the trouble they had gone to in preparing their evidence, 
that some recognition of this fact should have appeared in the annual 
report. It was a very onerous work for busy members of the profession 
to give up their time, as many in the country and in London had done, 
for the preparation of evidence and putting it in the proper shape and 
form for the Royal Commission. Most of those gentlemen had done 
so at the instance of the Council, and he did think, having regard 
to the fact that members of their own body, like Mr. Barker and 
others, had given up an immense amount of time to the subject, that the 
report should have indicated in some way the thanks of the Council to 


those gentlemen. The Royal Commission had been very prompt indeed | 


jn issuing as a Blue Paper the evidence given by the registry officials. 
He thought their idea was that evidence which had required about 
three months in the taking, when put before the public, would prepare 
the way for them to accept this official system. He hoped they would 
be equally eager to give to the public the benefit of the mass of 
evidence given on the other side, because anyone who had had the 


opportunity of knowing what the evidence amounted to would realise | 


that the official system had been completely blown out of the water, and 
that nothing could be said for the continuance of the system in London. 
One did feel also that while the Commission was sitting it was most 
unfortunate that the new rules should have been issued, throwing upon 
members of the profession such terrible obligations. Solicitors were 
asked, when they applied for a title, possessory or otherwise, to say 
that they practically guaranteed their client, the applicant, had an 
absolute title, and upon the consideration of that statement they were 
asked to sign the registry granted the title. That meant that, having 
this guarantee, if any mistake should have been made at the registry 
the officials would be able to turn round upon the solicitor and say 
they had acted upon his guarantee. It was monstrous that the officials 
should attempt to throw upon the solicitor branch of the profession, 
with the very nominal fees solicitors received in conveyancing matters, 
such a heavy liability. The Council should have been far more explicit 
in the report in calling attention to the matter. He thought they should 
have made the very strongest protest egainst such misuse of authority. 
JupicatuRE Rute ComMIrrvee. 

The report referred to the Judicature Rule Committee Bill as 
follows :—‘‘ This Bill has been again introduced in the House of 
Commons—on this occasion by Mr. Rawlinson, K.C., M.P., and has 
heen read a second time. It will be remembered that the Bill provides 
that the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court shall include two 
practising solicitors—one being a member of the Council of the Law 
Society, and the other being a member of the Law Society and also ofa 
provincial Law Society.’’ He was not clear whether this particular 
Bill emanated from the Council. He hoped it did not. He remembered 
that in 1837, twenty-two years ago, he read a paper at the provincial 
meeting at Birmingham, entitled ‘‘ The Law’s Delay,’’ when he pointed 
out the misfortune it was that the rules of procedure were settled by 
the Rule Committee, which consisted of the Lord Chancellor, some 
eight judves, the president of the society, and one practising barrister— 
a Q.C. That state of things existed to-day, and at Birmingham a 
resolution was unanimously passed that the solicitor branch of the 
profession should be far more largely represented on the Rule Com- 
mittee than by the nominal representation of the president for the 
time being of the Law Society, which meant an official who changed 
his position every year. There they were, twenty-two years after, 
simply putting. forward the view that the justice of the case would 
be met. by the appointment of two members of their body, one a London 
solicitor member of the Council, and one a solicitor from a provincial 
law society. Such a representation on such a committee was wholly 
inadequate. It was the members of the solicitor branch of the profes- 
sion who alone understood the difficulties of procedure, and they were 
the only body that could suggest practical working rules that might be 
incorporated in the system. If the committee were properly con- 
stituted, it would consist of two-thirds solicitors and one-third judges 
and people of that character. He really thought that the Council had 
lost sight of the strong expressions from time to time made use of with 
regard to the rules of procedure, and _ until the authorities recognised 
that they must give the practical people a voice in the framing of the 
rules there would be these continual complaints by the public. He had 
made these remarks by way of criticism, although he had not lost sight 
of the enormous work the Council did, for which he was exceedingly 
grateful. 

REFRESHMENT DEPARTMENT. 

Mr. Forp said, with regard to the refreshment department of the 
somety, that there was too much classification. There was an allotted 
place for refreshment for the magnates of the profession, an allotted 
place for those who paid table money, and an allotted place for the 
modest members of the profession, who were now for the first time to 
have facilities for some special kind of refreshment on the Chancery: 
lane side of the hall. It was very unfortunate that with all this the 
accounts in this matter were on the wrong side again, and the deficit 
was worse than ever. There would be an end to this loss if the 
Council would take the wise course of inviting some public caterer to 
undertake the business, and he believed there would then be a balance 
to benefit the funds of the society. 

CHAMBER BusIness. 

The report referred to the subject of ‘*Chamber Business.” This 
was not a working system at all. It was not to be wondered at that 
the bar were pretty unanimous that the whole new system at chambers 





was a failure, and that it ought to be done away with. Any managing 
clerk—and, after all, they were most excellent jyudges—would say what 
could be done to improve chamber practice. He hoped the Council 
would not be satisfied until they had frought about some reform in the 
matter. 

INLAND REVENUE AND PROBATE. 

The report also referred to ‘‘ Jurisdiction of Inland Revenue Officers 
in Small Probate Cases,” stating that the Council had received intima- 
tion from various provincial societies and members that the authorities 
contemplated extending the jurisdiction of officers of inland revenue 
under section 33 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, and 
section 16 of the Finance Act, 1894, to estates of which the gross value 
did not exceed £1,000, and that the Council had arrived at the con- 
clusion that the suggestion should be opposed, and had requested the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to allow them an opportunity of stating 
their views, and that a memorandum had been forwarded to the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer. The Council had made a report, as in 80 
many other matters, to some public functionary, and there the matter 
ended. The Lord Chancellor had received the report of the Councii 
and put it in some pigeon-hole, and what would become of it nobody 
knew. Inland revenue officers could actually obtain small grants of 
probate. They must all feel that officials should not be permitted to 
do so. 

CompuLtsory MEMBERSHIP OF THE SOCIETY. 

Mr. Joun InpEeRMAUR (London) called attention to the subject of 
‘Compulsory Membership of the Society,’’ dealt with in the report. 
He thought the matter one of such importance that it might have been 
dealt with more fully. The report stated that at the provincial meeting 
held at Birmingham last year a resolution was passed to the effect that 
a scheme of compulsory membership indicated in the paper which he 
had read was worthy of consideration, and that the scheme should be 
referred to the Council for consideration and report. The report con- 
tinued as follows :—‘‘ In accordance with the resolution, the question 
of compulsory membership of the society was referred to a special 
committee. It was then found that the whole subject had been fully 
considered by the Council in the year 1901, when various schemes had 
been suggested, and a draft Bill to effect compulsory membership had 
been actually prepared. It had, however, been eventually decided that 
each of the schemes was unworkable in practice, and should be aban- 
doned. Notwithstanding this fact, the committee fully reconsidered 
the subject. They also conferred at length with Mr. Indermaur, after 
he had had an opportunity of reading the previous papers and reports. 
Mr. Indermaur’s suggestions were based on the feasibility of compul- 
sory membership. The committee, however, after considering the - 
posals on both sides, came to the conclusion that it was not ‘iesirable, 
even if it were feasible, that it should be compulsory on every person 
seeking admission to the Roll of Solicitors to become a member of the 
Law Society. On this question there was a difference of opinion 
amongst the members of the committee, and all the papers an 
suggestions were accordingly submitted -to the Council as a whole. The 
question was exhaustively debated at a meeting of the Council held in 
March, 1909, when it was resolved by a majority that in the view of 
the Council it is not expedient to attempt to enforce compulsory 
membership of the society upon present or future solicitors.”” The 
resolution proposed at Birmingham was not asking the Council simply 
to consider the question of compulsory membership, but it was a resolu- 
tion that the whole scheme promulgated in his paper was worthy of 
consideration, and it asked that the Council would consider and report 
upon the matter. The spirit of the resolution was that the Council 
should report at a special meeting convened for the purpose of consider- 


ing the subject. It was impossible at such a meeting as this to consider, 


so important a matter. He was preparing a further paper dealing with 
the subject in a more detailed and practical manner, and he to be 
allowed to read it at the forthcoming provincial meeting at Newcastle- 
on-Tyne, when he should propose a resolution requesting the Council to 
convene a special meeting to consider the whole question. 

The Present said he did not think Mr. Indermaur could properly 
understand, in the case of any resolution passed at the provincial 
meeting at Birmingham or elsewhere, that a report should be made to 
such members of the society as happened to attend a particular meeting, 
and should not be made, as it had been made, in a form which would 
reach every member of the society. On the question of compulsory 
membership, unfortunately, Mr. Indermaur’s strong views had not 
commended themselves to the majority of the Council. The matter 
was thoroughly discussed and thrashed out in 1901-2. It had been 
again thoroughly discussed, and the conclusion was that the majority— 
he did not say tlie Council were unanimous—thought that if compulsory 
membership could be obtained by the asking for it, they would be 
better without it, and that if it was a most desirable thing to have 
they could not get it. Therefore the discussion, however interesting 
it might be to the gentlemen who thought that Mr. Indermaur’s 
eloquence could alter the facts, could go no further, and he did not 
think that, at all events for the present, anything more could be done. 

Lanp TRANSFER ACT. 

As regarded Mr. Rubinstein’s remarks, he could not help thinking 
every minute whilst Mr. Rubinstein was speaking whata good rule it 
was not to discuss matters which were sub judice, and he thought the 
value of that rule was intensified by every remark that Mr. Rubinstein 
had made. He was not going to follow Mr. Rubinstein in the matter. 
That blessed day might come, when land transfer would no longer be 
ringing in their ears the whole of every day and of every week, but it 
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had not come yet. He had had the pleasure of being under examination 
by the Commission for three hours and a half on the previous day. He 
had been there also the week before, and had to attend again. But 
until the day came when they could put that subject on one side and 
not let it worry them any more, the less they discussed it in public 
the better. 


JUDICATURE RULE CoMMITTEE. 


Mr. Rubinstein had mentioned the Judicature Rule Cémmittee also. 
The Bill was promoted, and promoted strongly by the Council. ‘The 
solicitor branch of the profession was represented by the president ot 
the society for the year, and it did not always happen, and it had 
not happened this year, that the president for the year was altogether 
familiar with the practice .n tne courts. ‘Therefore, the permanent 
nominee of the Council would be a much more effectual and better 
member of the Rule Committee than the president of the year, what- 
ever his experience might be. Also it would be a great advantage to 
the Council to have gn equally permanent nominee of the country 
societies. The tendency to decentralise work was so much a stronger 
claim for the country law societies to be represented. But as to the 
suggestion that the Kule Committee should be swamped by a majority 
of solicitors, he thought that was grotesque. He might say without 
breach of confidence that the proceedings of the Rule Committee were 
not governed by the counting of votes of the members of the committee, 
but by a careful consideration of the particular proposals. Personally 
he had had only one rule to suggest in the interest of the profession— 
there was another which was on the way—and that was the Sadd v. 
Griffin rule, and that had been received with just as much attention 
to his side of the matter as if he had had a battalion of solicitors to 
vote for it. There was no need for more representation on the com- 
mittee than the one London and one country solicitor. The work Would 
be done just as thoroughly well in the interests of solicitors if they had 
good permanent representatives accustomed to the practice of the 
courts, 

CHAMBER PRACTICE.—PROBATE. 


The Rule Committee were considering the subject of the new chamber 
practice, even that afternoon. With regard to the small probate 
matter the Council had received a courteous reply from an official, and 
they had got no further. He did not know how the Council could 
do anything more. 

The resolution was carried. 


SaLaRiepD SoLicirors anp Costs. 


z Mr. H. W. Carrer (London) moved, in accordance with notice, 

That the members of the society present at this meeting condemn the 
practice (which appears to be largely on the increase) of the employment 
of salaried solicitors by trading and other corporations, bodies and 
firms, and even individuals, with a view to directly or indirectly 
sharing the profits of litigation, and other legal business, and request 
the Council to appoint a committee, corisisting of three members of the 
Council and three members of the society outside the Council, to con- 
sider and report as to what steps can be taken, by approaching 
Parliament or otherwise, to put an end to or mitigate the evil (which 
seriously affects the public as well as the legal profession).” He said 
he had stated in the motion that the matter affected the public, bu: 
he did not disguise for a moment the fact that he moved the resolution 
in the interests of solicitors at large. He suggested that this was a 
private matter, and that it would be well to discuss it in camerd. He 
asked for the President’s ruling upon the point whether the press 
should be asked to withdraw. 

The PresipEnt said he supposed it would be quite within the rules 
to exclude the press, if it were the desire of the meeting, but he 
thought it would be an exceedingly bad precedent to set up. He hoped 
that nothing was going to be said, or the impression should be given 
that anything would be said, in that hall which they were not willing 
that the whole world should hear. ’ ; 

Mr. Carter said that he was afraid the President had not appreciated 
the effect of the point he had raised in suggesting that the press should 
be excluded, as he would presently explain. He was not attack- 
ing any solicitor who made a contract under which he was paid 
a fixed salary. What he was objecting to was that under such 
circumstances he should have agreed to hand over to his employers 
the private costs that he might make. There was undoubtedly— 
he said it after having made inquiries—a growing practice 
on the part of all kinds of firms and corporations, by which they 
got their legal business done by a salaried solicitor whilst they reaped 
any profit that might arise themselves. He might be told that that 
was a preposterous thing to say, but he could prove every word which 
he had said. He might instance one case that came under his notice 
of a young solicitor, who had served his articles with his own firm, 
shortly after he was admitted. asked the advice of his firm with regard 
to a trading firm which was establishing a legal department, and 
had invited applications from solicitors to act for them. He 
was told by the firm in question that they intended to make a profit 
out of the legal department, as they did out of their other depart- 
mente. It was a very large company, and although not a brewing com- 
pany, it owned a brewery and had various other businesses which gave 
rise to contentious legal work and also to conveyancing work. They said 
they would give the solicitor £250 a year, and he was to hand over 
any costs he might recover. It was needless to say that his firm told 
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the solicitor in question that it was a disgraceful thing from a pm. 

fessional point of view, and the solicitor promptly refused to accept 

the appointment; but he (Mr. Carter) believed that, unfortunately, 

some other solicitor took it. If that sort of thing was going on and 

was, as he believed, growing, what was there to prevent the Selfridges 

and the Whiteleys and all such firms from starting their legal depart. 

ments? They were people who had a great deal of legal business, 

What was there to prevent them from getting young solicitors to carry 

out all actions for them, recovering large amounts in costs, which 

should go into their pockets? What was to prevent them from taking 

this profit themselves and dividing it among their shareholders? It was 

this argument which had led him to raise his point with regard to the 

press at the outset. It might be said that this practice was a contra- 

vention of the Solicitors Act. He believed it was, but this sort of 

thing was going on, and it tended seriously to the detriment of the 

profession. Banks and other corporations were taking power to act 

as trustees. He knew of one bank with a large number of branches 

which had taken this power, and instructions had been given to the 

various managers to press forward this branch of their work. -They had 

a solicitor at their head office who was given a very modest salary, 

It was very evident that people who had recently come into money 

or who had no fixed solicitor would be ready to receive recommendations 

from the manager of the bank with which they dealt. He would tell 
them that if they used the bank’s legal department there would be no 
trouble, and that the bank would do everything for them in the 
way of drawing and proving the will. The bank would make a large 
profit without any trouble to themselves. That was the sort of 
thing which should be taken into careful consideration. The situation 
had arisen, and was growing very much worse. The profession did 
not approve, perhaps, of the appointment of a public trustee, but the 
gentleman who at present held the office employed the family solicitor 
in the matters that came before him to conduct the business of the 
will he was proving. The matter was very important from the point 
of view of dictrict councils, local authorities, and so on. He referred 
to the case of Galloway v. The Corporation of the City of London, in 
which there was an agreement between the City Corporation and their 
solicitor that the solicitor should be paid a fixed yearly salary, to be 
clear of all expenses of his office, and to include all law costs, and 
that he should pay to the corporation any profits which might arise 
and receipts for payments. That was held not to be opposed to the 
provisions of the Solicitors Act, nor to the policy of the law, and it 
was also a term of the agreement that the solicitor was not to transact 
professional business for any other client. Vice-Chancellor Page Wood, 
in giving judgment, said: ‘The agreement is simply this, that the 
solicitor, instead of charging his clients with all those sums which he 
was entitled to put down to his debit, charges the client with a fixed 
sum per annum, and agrees that he should be remunerated in that way. 
When a client is ordered to be paid costs the bill is to be taxed im 
the ordinary way, and the certified amount is to go in relief of the salary 
engaged to be paid, and the surplus, if any, is to be carried over.’’ He 
ventured to suggest that Vice-Chancellor Page Wood, in giving his 
judgment, had not considered the case so carefully as he might have 
done. The agreement before the court said that any balance due to the 
City Solicitor might be paid to him, and that any surplus which might 
at any time arise should be paid in to the Chamber, that was the 
City Corporation. He (Mr. Carter) thought that something might have 
been done to remedy the state of things, and he thought that some- 
thing might be done now. The question had also arisen in the 
Merthyr Tydfil case. In that case the solicitor was paid a salary 
of £400 a year. An action was brought against them, presumably in 
the county court, which they won with costs. These amounted to 
£11 12s. 7d., but on taxation the registrar struck out all items except 
out-of-pocket expenses paid by the solicitor, on the ground that all 
work done by him in the conduct of the action was covered by his 
salary. When the matter came into the High Court the judge said the 
registrar was wrong in disallowing the whole of the solicitor’s private 
costs. A certain part of his salary of £400 was paid by the district 
council, and in respect of them it must be assumed until the contrary 
was shewn that £400 was a proper sum to be paid to the solicitor 
for the whole year’s work, and that £11 12s. 7d. was a proper sum 
to be paid to him for this part of his work, and at the end of his 
judgment the judge made a reference to the taxing-masters, for 
he said : ‘I believe that what I have laid down is in accordance with 
the more settled practice of the taxing-officers in the High Court. He 
thought they owed a very great debt of gratitude to the taxing- 
masters for their attitude in this particular matter. But he suggested 
that the Council should take the lead, and not leave it to the taxing- 
masters to fight the battle for the profession. It had been the practice 
for many years for railway solicitors to be paid by salary, but there 
were special reasons why that should be the cage. When the case of 
Galloway v. The Corporation of the City of London was before the public 
there was a correspondence in the legal papers, and the point taken 
was that only a few wealthy corporations were employing solicitors m 
that way, and that they received very large salaries, and that there 
was therefore no reason to complain from the point of view of solicitors 
at large. But the situation had entirely changed, and there was very 
grave reason now. District councils, borough councils, and so on were 
advertising for solicitors at salaries of even £300 or £400 a year, and 
this was an entirely different state of things. There was also the 
objection that solicitors were placed in the most awkward positions. 
A London solicitor, for instance, acted as agent for the town clerk of 





a country corporation. He won the action, and the corporation go 
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their costs. The London agent went to taxation, and was met fre- 
quently with the statement, ‘‘ We shall not pay all your costs ; they 
are more than the salary of the town clerk.’? That was the law. 
They were legally entitled to take that course. Was it not a shame 
that solicitors should be put in that position? With regard to the 
constitution of the committee, he had suggested that three outside 
members should be appointed on the proposed committee. His sole 
reason for this was that it seemed to him that there was a large 
class of solicitors outside the Council who had brought under their 
notice these contracts of which he complained far more frequently than 
they came under the notice of the members of the Council, whose 
practice was of such a kind that they would not come in their way. 
All he wanted was that the matter should be thoroughly thrashed out, 
and that the committee should take the matter seriously into considera- 
tion and determine what should be done. He suggested that they 
should invite gentlemen to come forward to give particulars of these 
matters, and see if something could not be done to remedy them by 
going to Parliament or otherwise. Parliament was not so practicable, he 
admitted. It was exceedingly difficult to get legislation through, and 
particularly legislation for the benefit of solicitors. Something might 
be done by going to the courts. What was being done meant that 
private persons, who were not solicitors, were sharing the profit of 
solicitors, and bringing themselves within the meaning of the particular 
section of the Act—the Solicitors Act, 1843, section 32—governing such 
matters. The Council, no doubt for good reasons, had decided that 
compulsory membership of the society was impracticable, and, from the 
point of view of this motion, it was regrettable that that should be so, 
for if the Council had jurisdiction over the whole body of solicitors, they 
would be in a position to bring pressure to bear to put a stop to the 
practice he complained of. Solicitors paid for a monopoly in the sense 
that they paid an annual tax for liberty to practise, and he contended 
that they ought to have it. He was simply asking for a committee to 
inquire into the matter. 

Mr. A. M. M. Forses (London) seconded the motion. He said that 
Mr. Carter had given the meeting a number of concrete instances of 
the evils of the system. He had told them about the legal difficulties 
that existed and about what occurred in the Meythyr Tydfil case. It 
had happened that where a solicitor was paid £400 a year there was a 
case where the corporation who employed him recovered £500 in costs, 
but they could not get it because the amount exceeded the £400-a-year 
salary of their solicitor. But what would happen if they had three or 
four successful actions in the course of the year, and if they were 
entitled to costs in each one? He supposed the person who was liable 
for the costs might say to the corporation, ‘‘ You cannot get these 
costs,” and might refuse to pay them. Of course, there were a variety 
of technical subjects of that kind to be considered in connection with 
the motion. As a matter of professional ethics it must be generally 
admitted, from the point of view of the profession, and also from the 
point of view of the public, that it was eminently desirable that legal 
business should, if possible, be conducted by people who were carrying 
on their own businesses, and who were not paid servants of corpora- 
tions or anybody else. It was said that the practice was a very good 
thing for young solicitors, and that it gave a young man an opportunity 
of getting a salaried berth as soon as he was admitted, or shortly after- 
wards. He was disposed entirely to dispute that proposition, on the 
ground that it was cramping their prospects of advancement altogether. 
If a man was so foolish as to take a berth in a business, say, of £300 
or £250 a year, after he had been fairly well bottled up there for a few 
years he would have little chance of making a clientéle outside, and 
he would remain there at £250 a year; and where would be the advan- 
tage to him? Then it was said that business would be more widely 
divided, because there would be a certain number of people admitted 
into the profession who would take these appointments, and therefore 
there would not be so many outside to share the business that remained. 
He denied that proposition. Let them take the case of a corporation 
like the Prudential Assurance Company. Did it add to the deviation of 
this business that they should have a very strong legal department? 
He ventured to think just the opposite. They had businesses all over 
the country, and if they had not a strong legal department, their 
business would be spread all over the country in the districts where the 
cause of business—the mortgages and so on—arose. And the case was 
the same with brewery companies, who had solicitors who did their 
work. How much profit these companies made he did not know, but 
he ventured to think it was very considerable. There was a very large 
profit, in which the solicitor did not get the advantage, but which the 
brewery company did get. What would happen if this was not the case ? 
Wherever there was a transfer or a mortgage some professional] solici- 
tor in the neighbourhood would be employed. That would not, of 
course, be altogether the case, but it would be so to a large extent. He 
knew it was so in the case where large and important breweries had 
their own firms of solicitors who acted for them. But still] they gave 
4 very considerable amount of business outside to those very young 
solicitors who they were told were to be considered in the matter. 
It should be considered whether something could not be done, even if 
it was only in the way of moral suasion, in order to endeavour to get 
the practice placed in the hands of firms outside, instead of its being 
undertaken by salaried solicitors. 5 

Mr. Frepertck WALKER (London) said he was not going to inquire 
whether the practice was beneficial to the profession or not. The great 
question ‘was, and it was a much more serious one, how far it affected 
the public. The motion dealt with a growing practice, with cases in 
Which it was not a question of great companies like the railway com- 





panies, but of little corporations. It affected country people 
who took a lot of credit and ran debts, and the practice 
had the great disadvantage of encouraging a wretched system of petty 
litigation for the purpose of recovering trifling costs for the benefit, 
not of the solicitor, but for the benefit of the money-lender or the retail 
tradesman. The difficulty was not to prove the evil, but to establish 
a remedy. Might he put forward one suggestion which might have’ 
practical effect? That was that they should endeavour to enforce, if 
necessary with Parliamentary sanction, public registration of agree- 
ments of the character concerned. Surely the public were entitled to 
thes protection. As the seconder of the motion had pointed out, if a 
corporation paid a solicitor £400 a year, and recovered £500 in an 
action, the extra £100 was disallowed, but how was the question of three 
or four or five successful actions in the course of a year to be disposed 
of? How if there were 500 or 600 wretched little actions in county 
courts, in which any firm with a legal department proceeded against 
ali sorts of people and got from them some wretched costs which went, 
not into the pocket of some struggling solicitor, but into that of an 
extortionate retail tradesman or an extortionate money-lender? 

Mr. Forp said he hoped the Council would give the society the 
benefit of their judgment in the matter, instead of sitting sub silentio. 
Had the Council any proof of such cases? Had a case been made out hy 
Mr. Carter or not? He thought the meeting ought to know what they 
were going to do in the matter. 

The Prestpent said that Mr. Ford would have known by this time 
if he had not risen. 

Mr. Forp said he was afraid the opinion of the Council would be 
adverse to the motion. Were they to have the committee asked for 
or not? If not, he wanted to move an amendment, with which he 


, thought everybody would agree; but he hoped the motion would be 


adopted. There could be no objection to it if it were referred to the 
Council to consider and report to the next meeting of the society. 
And if the Council accepted that and did not accept the motion, the 
society would like their help in the matter, because the Council knew 
perfectly well that there was a very strong feeling in the country about 
it. Within the last fortnight a deputation had come to the committee 
of the Council upon this very question, and he was afraid the Council 
would do nothing whatever about the matter upon which the deputa- 
tion came to the committee from the remarks which were made at the 
time. There was a gross case in which a young solicitor was employed 
by an unqualified person who paid him a salary—the case occurred 
years ago—and the condition of the appointment was that the young 
solicitor, if ever he gave up the post, was not to practise within so mahy 
miles of the place, and that he should be paid for overtime. 

The PrestpENT said he did not think it could be suggested that the 
Council were wanting in sympathy with the profession on the subject 
of their costs. But Mr. Walker had touched the real point. What 
was it the committee was to inquire into? It was not the existence of 
a grievance, but how and by what mieans the freedom of contract 
between solicitor and client could be interfered with. They knew 
beforehand what must come of any inquiry as to that. How could it 
possibly be interfered with? The remedy, so far as a remedy could 
be applied, would be bringing pressure to bear on solicitors not to enter. 
into these—he did not know how to describe them ; bad contracts would 
not be right, because it was admitted that in many cases these were good 
and proper contracts. He was speaking with some feeling, because, as 
was well known, he had been under a contract for a great number of years 
with one of the large railway companies. He never was a salaried 
officer, but he contracted to do the work at less than the full bills of 
costs; so that there were some good contracts. He agreed that theres 
were many where it might be justly felt that there was a grievance on the 
part of the profession against the people who enforced these contracts. 
He would almost suggest whether it might not be wise to leave the 
matter with a recommendation to the Council to consider it, rather than 
to appoint a committee, from which he could not see that much good 
could result. But it was entirely in the hands of the mover of the 
resolution whether he pressed his resolution for the committee, and it 
was for the meeting to vote upon it. Speaking for the Council, he 
did not think that they would have one view or the other. They were 
perfectly willing to do what they could in considering whether any 
possible remedy could be found, but they could not help seeing very | 
clearly the difficulty of the case before them. 

Mr. Carter said it was not only a question of freedom of contract ; 
it was also a question of the power of the society to enforce the 
Solicitors Act, and of their right of going to the courts on the existing 
cases. He was prepared to accept an amendment that the committee 
should be composed entirely of members of the Council, if such an 
amendment had been moved. He would press the motion to a vote. 

Mr. J. W. Ret (London) said he thought Mr. Carter had made out 
an exceedingly good case. He had been thirty-one years in the pro- 
fession, and he did not understand that the Council was going to 
snuff out an inquiry of this kind merely because it appeared to the 
president for the time being that no practical result might come. Let 
the inquiry be made, and let the society have the report, whatever it 
might be. He objected that the matter should be put on one side 
because it could not be seen that any practical result would ensue 
from inquiry. With great respect to the members of the Council, who 
were men of immense experience in the profession, it was just possible 
that they might not have had an experience such as that of those 
unfortunate solicitors who accepted this kind of bargain. If the Council 
after inquiry came to the conclusion that they could do nothing the 
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members of the society weil have salbiee more to say, but to say | 
at the outset that they did not think any good could come of it: 
was not the right way to treat the profession. 

Mr. Ropr. Ettettr (Cirencester, a member of the Council) said that 
Mr. Reid must have misunderstood what the president said. He was 
quite sure that the president had had no intention of brushing the 
question aside, and he was equally sure the Council would be only 

lad to inquire into the matter most carefully, if they were asked 
by the meeting to do so by the passing of the resolution. 

Mr. Waker asked if the Council would accept an amendment that 
the subject should be referred for consideration to a committee of the 
Council, instead of such a committee as was proposed? He thought 
that a good many who would very reluctantly join in a vote which in 
any way seemed to suggest any kind of censure on the Council, would 
nevertheless cordially join in a vote which would refer the matter to 
them for consideration. 

The Presipent said the Council would not consider the motion in any 
way a slur upon them. They were willing that the inquiry should be 
made by gentlemen with the responsibility of appointment by the 
meeting, and then, if his view of the possibilities was right, they 
would have greater confidence in accepting a negative decision. 

The resolution was adopted nem. con. 

The committee, so far as the members of the society was concerned, 
was then appointed as follows :—Mr. Carter, Mr. Forbes, and Mr. 
Nicholas Hanhart, all of London. 


LUNCHEON ARRANGEMENTS. 


Mr. E. A. Bett (London) moved, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ That 
the members of the society present at this meeting desire to record 
their approval of the light luncheon arrangements which are now placed 
at the cisposal of the members of the society.’’ He said he would like 
to add the name of the President of the House Committee, with whom 
the idea originated. 

Mr. Forp hoped that no one would second the motion. 

Mr. WALKER seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp hoped it would be unanimously rejected. 
was little better than a sort of bar where intoxicants could be con- 
sumed. It was at the Chancery-lane entrance, and he did not know 
how it was to be ensured that none but members of the society made use 
of it. There should be no vote of thanks, seeing that there was no 
report as to how the arrangement was working. 

The Presipent said this was an expression of opinion on the part of 
those members who liked the new arrangements. It seemed to him it 
would not very much hurt those who did not like them. It must be 
quite understood that the arrangement was altogether experimental, and 
that it must be severely tested on its commercial side before it could 
be determined whether it was to be permament. 

The motion was carried. 


The arrangement 


THANKS TO PRESIDENT—LAND TRANSFER. 


Mr. Ruerinste1n moved a vote of thanks to the Presidcnt, 
with it the members of the Council generally and the staff. He would 
take the opportunity of saying he was sorry the President and he 
differed entirely on the land transfer question. The President said 
the matter was sub judice, and should not be talked about. He (Mr. 
Rubinstein) said that if they did not talk about it they did not know 
what would happen. With regard to the Scotch Commission, he had 
called attention to the scandal that they might never report and the 
members of the society might never have an opportunity of speaking 
about the matter. 

Mr. Forp seconded the motion, 
President for his invariable courtesy. 

The Present briefly responded, and the proceedings terminated. 
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The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors was held at the 
Law Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 1st inst., Mr. J. E. W. Rider in | 
the chair. The other directors present were :—Mr. F. T. Birdwood | 
and Mr. 8S. J. Daw (treasurers), Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. F. W. Emery, | 
Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum 
of £133 was voted for the relief of widows of London solicitors and 


other applicants, and other general business was transacted. 


Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 14th inst., 
Mr. Walter Dowson in the chair, the other directors present being | 
Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), A. Davenport, Thos. Dixon (Chelms- | 
ford), R. Ellett (Cirencester), C. Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel 
Harris (Leicester), C. G. May, R. Pennington, W. A. Sharpe, R. W. 
Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £675 was distributed 
in grants of relief, twenty-four new members were admitted to the | 
association, and other general business was transacted. 





It is pointed out, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the 7'imes, 
that to set up a system of land registry throughout the country would 
be a very costly matter. The London Land Registry, it is stated, costs 
between £50,000 and £60,000 a year. 


, of any increase in the site 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
University College, London. 


The following awards have been made at University College, London; 

JosepH Hume ScuovarsHies.—Jurisprudence, R. 8. Carr; Politica] 
Economy, Mabel C. Buer. 

Quain Law Proressor’s Prizes.—M. McQuirk, for Essay on ‘‘ The 
History, Form, and Effect of the most-favoured Nation Clause ip 
Treaties.”’ 








The Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool on the Finance Bill, 


1909. 

The following is the report of the committee on the provisions of the 
Bill so far as they relate to real property adopted by the council on the 
6th inst. :— 

This report is limited to those provisions of the Bill which have for 
their object the raising of revenue by increasing the taxation upon real 
property, and to a consideration of the methods and machinery proposed 
to be employed and put in action to give effect to such object, parti- 
cularly with the view of pointing attention to :—(1) Anomalies and in- 
equalities and expense created and involved; (2) dislocation of and 
interference with ordinary practice in the free dealing with land which 
now obtains : (3) the deprivation of resort to the courts, and to other 
tribunals hitherto open to the subject for the settlement of disputes 
with the executive authority, and for obtaining compensation for value 
or interest of which he might be dispossessed for the benefit of the com- 
munity. In the first place, it is pointed out that ‘‘ land ’’—the taxation 
of which it is the policy to increase—is not merely “ land ”’ construed 
in its popular significance of ‘‘ green fields,’’ but invludes messuages, 
tenements, and hereditaments, houses, and buildings of any tenure—n 
fact, every yard of real property in the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland. The Bill deals separately with minerals where 
minerals are held apart from the surface or when owned with the surface 
have in themselves a definite, separate, or potential value. 

Duties on Land Values.—The increased taxation is proposed to be 
levied by the imposition of four new taxes called :—(a) Increment value 
duty, one-fifth or 20 per cent. ; (6) reversion duty, £1 for every £10 = 
10 per cent. ; (¢) undeveloped land duty, $d. in the £ = 4s. 2d. per cent. 
per annum ; (d) mineral rights duty, $d. in the £ = 4s. 2d. per cent. per 
annum ; and (e) by the heavy increase of existing stamp duties and death 
duties. 

Increment Duty.—Increment value duty to the extent of 20 per cent. 
value between the 30th of April, 1909, and 
the date when under clause 1 the duty becomes due—that is to say, (a) 
on the occasion of any transfer on sale or the grant of any lease fora 
term of years more than seven years ; (b) on the occasion of the passing 
of property on death; (c) in the case of bodies corporate or incor- 
porate on the 5th of April, 1914, and in every subsequent fifteenth year; 
and in the case of (4) is made an addition to “‘ estate duty,’’ and is to he 
assessed, collected and recovered accordingly. 

Reversion Duty.—Reversion duty at the rate of 10 per cent. is, subject 
to certain exceptions, to be recoverable from the lessor to whom any 
benefit accrues from the determination of a lease upon the capital value 
of such benefit as a debt due to the Crown, and who, under penalties, 
and debarred from all right of appeal against assessment, is compelled 
to deliver accounts. 

Undeveloped Land Duty and Mineral Rights Duty.—Undeveloped 
land duty and mineral rights duty at the rate of }d. in the £ or 4s. 2d 
per cent. per annum on the site value of undeveloped lands and on ths 

capital value of minerals, is to be due on the Ist of January, and is w 
be recoverable from the owner of the land or from the person entitled 
to the freehold of the minerals as a.debt due to the Crown, and is to 
be borne by that owner or person notwithstanding any contract to the 
contrary. The only limitation of the incidence of these new taxes im 
the matter of area is that which exempts garden lands not exceeding 
one acre in extent valued together with a dwelling-house for inhabited 
house duty with a further partial exemption up to two acres. This 
exemption relates to undeveloped land duty only. The proposals of 
taxation of what are called land values have been 
generally understood to contemplate only land within the boundaries or 
in the immediate vicinity of urban areas. It is doubtful whether 
suburban residents have yet realised that the pagsession of a garden ex- 
ceeding an acre is to involve the payment of both undeveloped land duty 
and increment value duty, and that owners of tenements of any size, 
with or without gardens, wherever situate, will have,to account for incre 
ment value duty. It would be a step towards making an unworkable 
scheme practicable if the limitation as to area was substantially increased 
end made applicable both to increment value duty and undeveloned land 
duty. Suburban owners will not be able to set off the heavy 
decrease in the value of the residence caused by urbat 
development against an increase in the site value of the land. 
In no case can an owner in future rely upon an appreciation in the value 
of a site courter-balancing the inevitable depreciation of buildings, not 
can he set any decrement in the value of one site against any increment 
in the value of another even if in the immediate vicinity. The new 
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taxes are in addition to estate duty at an increased rate, settlement 
estate duty doubled in amount, land tax, property tax, and poor and 
district rates, and the whole are reimposed on the same land in respect 
of the minerals which may exist therein. The initial expense cast upon 
all landowners arises from the necessity of furnishing returns on 
valuations of the ‘‘ total value” and ‘site value’’ as on the 30th of 
April, 1909, of all lands developed and undeveloped, and where land 
consists solely of minerals or comprises minerals of the ‘‘ capital value 
of such minerals, which returns or valuations may be called for within a 
period not less than thirty days from the date of a requisition for such 
returns, and which requisition (clause 16 (1)) is to made as soon 
as may be after the passing of the Act. The returns or valuations 
likely to be required, in addition to those now required for “estate 
duty,’ from all owners of real property and of leaseholds exceeding 
fifty years, and of minerals held apart from the surface, ‘and, where 
land contains minerals not held apart from the surface, of both surface 
and minerals are as follows :—Original total value of land where no 
mineral value; original site value of land where no mineral value; 
original total value of surface excluding minerals ; original site value of 
surface excluding minerals; total value of minerals; capital value of 
minerals whether severed from the surface or held with the surface ; 
original total value of every leasehold having more than fifty years 
unexpired; original site value of every leasehold as in seven; for 
increment value duty payable by bodies corporate or unincorporate 
original total value of land on the passing of the Act; for increment 
value duty in case of bodies corporate and unincorporate in 1914, and 
again in every subsequent fifteenth year; the site value at the date of 
sale; the site value on the date of the passing of any property on 
death every fifth year for periodical valuation of undeveloped land ; 
every fifth year for periodical valuation of minerals; on every sale 
of an interest in land less than the fee simple; on the determination of 
every lease. Valuations will also be required on the grant of every 
lease exceeding seven years. By clause 16 values are to be declared 
separately as respects each piece of the land which is under separate 
occupation, and, if the owner thinks fit, as respects any part of any 
land which is under separate occupation. It is not within the compe- 
tence of this committee to say how many separate returns may be de- 
manded in pursuance of this policy, but, having regard to the fact that 
there are 195,110 separate assessments in the Parish of Liverpool, the 
West Derby Union, and the Toxteth Union (representing Liverpool 
and its suburbs) alone, at a low estimate they will probably amount to 
many millions. However low the average cost of each return may be 
the cost is immense, vexatious and oppressive, unless it is to be borne 
by the State, in which event the cost is out of all proportion to the 
revenue to be derived from the proposed taxation. The cost will bea 
recurring expense in the case of all undeveloped lands, minerals, and 
lands in the hands of any bodies corporate and unincorparate. But, 
however the cost is to be borne, it is considered that machinery and 
staff does not exist and cannot be created to deaf fairly and equitably 
and expeditiously with the millions of returns and valuations which 
would reach Somerset House, within possibly thirty days of the 
demand for such returns, and that consequently the scheme is unwork- 
able unless it is made workable by leaving it to the commissioners or 
referees appointed by them to fix arbitrarily and on no satisfactory basis 
of valuation the value in every case without any right of appeal from 
the decision of the referee. For periods of many months probably only 
those returns or valuations would be dealt with in respect of which 
immediate dealings with the lands the subject of the returns were 
contemplated, and in respect of which no question of increment value 
duty, undeveloped land duty or mineral rights duty (in the case of an 
immediate sale or leasing of the minerals) would be likely to arise, and 
even in these cases the delays would be prodigious. In the case of all 
other returns or valuations there would, until the department could 
find time to deal with them, hang over all real property an inchoate 
claim to have an original total value and an original site value, or, in 
the case of minerals, a total value and a capital value fixed, and in 
default of agreement between commissioners and owner an arbitrary 
referendum to the unquestioned decision of a referee appointed by the 
commissioners. If the above is a fair and reasonable appreciation of 
the probable result which would ensue from increasing the taxation upon 
real property by the methods proposed, it is fair to say that dislocation 
of and interference with ordinary practice in the free dealing with land 
which now obtains must ensue. In view of the above conception of 
the effect of the legislation proposed the committee adopted the follow- 
ing interim resolutions pending the completion of this report. 

1. That many of the provisions of the Bill are unworkable, and the 
machinery to be set up for carrying out such provisions will prove to 
he dilatory and enormously expensive, both to the State and the indi- 
vidual, and afford no reasonable protection to intended tax payers in 
respect of the Valuations on which the Assessment of Duties is to be 
founded. 

2. That the provisions of the Bill :— 

(a) making it incumbent on every purchaser, transferee or lessee 
(for seven years or more) of real property or interest in real 
property, of whatever size or description, to satisfy himself 
pn increment duty (if any) has been accounted for and paid, 
an 

(6) doubling the Stamp Duty on Conveyances or Transfers on Sale 
are calculated by reason of the delays and expense involved 
seriously to restrain dealings in real property, and to check 
the process of distribution of land among the people which it 
is understood to be the policy of the State to promote. 





| risked in a somewhat hazardous venture. 


3. That the pro d enactments relating to the assessment, collection 
and recovery of the taxes in question would be specially injurious and 
inequitable, in the following among other respects :— : 

(a) The returns required to be made by owners will involve them 
in heavy expense for the reimbursement of which there is no 
provision. : 

(6) The assessment made by the commissioners must be arbitrary 
and hypothetical in the absence of intelligible and sufficient 
rules for arriving at site value. . 

(c) Appeal from the decision of commissioners is to referees ap- 
pointed by the taxing authority and apparently holding office 
at the pleasure of such authority, whilst in previous legislation 
involving the taxation of the subject he has always had an 
appeal to the courts of the land. 

T e new taxes will endanger the oon of value of a mort- 
gagee’s security and seriously restrict the present facilities for 
obtaining loans. 

(e) Lords of manors will be liable to pay mineral duty tax though 
they cannot without consent of surface owners develop the 
minerals, and where minerals are in lease lessors will be liable 
though unable to control the mineral lessee. 

(f) The deductions for arriving at increment value allowed to land- 
owners who develop land for building purposes in respect of 
inevitable expenses are entirely inadequate. 

(g) Land is treated for the purposes of valuations as being free 
from all except a very limited class of restrictions, with the 
result that owners will in very many cases be taxed as if able 
to sell their land free from restrictions though in fact unable 
to do so. 

Penalties imposed are excessive. 

(i) The costs incident to construing the novel and obscure provisions 
of the Bill will, to a large extent, fall upon individual owners. 

With reference to resolution 3 paragraph (c) the committee are of 
opinion that the arbitrary powers proposed to be given to the com- 
missioners and the referees are oppressive and unjust, and a grave 
infringement on the liberties and privileges of tax payers. In case 
of dispute between a tax payer and the commissioners the only appeal 
(and this not upom every matter) is to the referee, who may allow an 
appeal from his decision upon a point of law, but is not bound to do 
so. In this respect thé committee entirely concurs in the weighty ob- 
servations made by the Lord Chief Justice at the Mansion House com- 
mented upon in very ———. terms by the Council of the Law 
Society in its report upon the Bill. With reference to resolution 3 
paragraph (f) it is pointed out that according to the provisions of 
the Bill as they now stand the only deductions from site value on the 
occasion on which Increment Value Duty becomes due which an 
owner who develops land for building purposes can claim would be 
(clause 2 (2)) such sum ‘‘as the Commissioners allow in each case 
in respect of any part of the value which is proved to their satisfaction 
to be attributable to any matter in respect of which a deduction may 
be allowed under this Act in estimating that site value.’’ Clause 14 (4) 
of the Bill provides that the commissioners shall allow as deductions 
from the site value of any land (a) any part of that site value which 
is proved to the satisfaction of the commissioners to be directly attribut- 
able to works of a permanent character executed bona fide by or on 
behalf of any person interested in the land for the purpose of fitting 
the land for use as building land. As this deduction is obligatory 
and the deduction in clause 2 (2) apparently has reference to discre- 
tionary deductions it is open to — whether upon a strict inter- 
pretation of the Bill even the limited deductions referred to .in 
clause 14 (4) are proper deductions. Assuming, however, that they 
are, it will be seen that they are limited to ‘‘ Works of a permanent 
character ’’ which would no doubt cover the cost of constructing roads 
and sewers, but it seems doubtful whether they would include the 
actual value of the land which has to be given up for streets—often 
amounting to a considerable proportion of the whole area. Clearly 
nv deductions are contemplated by the Bill for (a) surveyors’ and other 
charges in connection with laying out the land, passing plans, &c. ; 
(+) expenses of advertising, commission on sale, and professional charges 
generally ; (c) the ——— of finance, including compound interest on the 
purchase money and money spent on roadmaking, &c.; (d) possible 
loss in connection with financing builders; (e) numerous other 
expenses such as compensation paid to agricultural or other tenants, 
the purchase of adjoining land and buildings at high prices to improve 
access to the estate, expense of diverting rights of way, extinction of 
easements, and other matters. Ordinary owners of land, not being 
persons dealing for profit in the development of land for building pur- 
poses, are usually unable or unwilling to develop land for buildin 
purposes, as this process requires special knowledge and large agit 
(since builders who take up small portions of a building estate rarely 
provide their own capital) and involves considerable risk of loss. Under 
the provisions of the Bill, purchasers willing to purchase land from an 
ordinary landowner, and to deal with it, and develop it for profit will 
have to pay away in taxation a very large peverinn of their profits in 
the form of increment value duty, and will in many cases have to y 
this tax-though, if inevitable expense and compound interest are taken 
into account, a transaction shows a loss. In addition to increment valus 
duty such purchasers will also have to pay undeveloped land duty in 
respect of the land during the time they hold it. The profit which an 
owner who develops land may receive is usually not due, to any material 
extent, to any increment in the value of the land at all, but is ordinary 
business profit arising from skill, gga and capital laid out . nd 

he question arises whether 


(d) 
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surface buildings and plant and works in connection with mines and 
quarries can be deducted from the site value as they are not ‘‘ works of 
@ permanent character.’’ They only exist when the minerals are bein 
worked. With reference to resolution 3, paragraph (g) it is pointe 
out that clause 14 (3) provides that ‘‘ For the purpose of both total 
value and site value land is deemed to be sold free from incumbrances, 
but subject to any easements affecting the land and to any covenant 
restricting the use of the land entered into before the 30th of April, 
909, where, in the opinion of the commissioners the restraint imposed 
by the covenant is reasonably necessary in the interests of the public 
or in view of the character and surroundings of the neighbourhood, and 
the opinion of the commissioners shall, in this case, be final and not 
subject to any appeal.’”’ Very great injustice would be inflicted by this 
clause. No allowance is to be made in respect of any restrictive covenant 
imposed after the 30th of April, 1909. If, therefore, an estate is in 
future laid out for building purposes under a scheme of restrictions 
intended to secure the amenities of the neighbourhood every owner will 
be taxed in respect of undeveloped land duty, and for increment value 
duty, as if he could sell the portion of land belonging to him, forming 
cottage property, though he is in fact unable to do so. As regards 
part of such an estate, for business purposes or for the erection of 
restrictions imposed prior to the 30th of April, 1909, for which an allow- 
ance can be made in estimating total value and site value, these are of 
an extremely limited character. They do not cover the case of land 
laid out under a building scheme appropriate at the time when the land 
was developed, but which could not now be considered as reasonably 
necessary in the interests of the public, or in view of the preseat 
character and surroundings of the neighbourhood. Numerous illustra- 
tions could be furnished in Liverpool alone to show the great hardship 
of taxing an owner on the basis that he could sell such restricted land 
for business purposes or for small cottage property, though in fact he is 
unable to do so. It also frequently happens that land is sold or leased 
subject to a restriction imposed simply for the benefit of property be- 
longing to the vendor as in the not infrequent case where a purchaser or 
lessee is restricted from building at all on land purchased or leased by 
him or from building in a particular way. Such a restriction as this 
could not be held to come within the meaning of the clause, and the 
“‘ owner,’’ which term includes a lessee holding for a term having fifty 
years or more unexpired, would be subject to taxation accordingly. The 
opinion of the commissioners in respect of the very important and high! 
controversial matters dealt with in this clause is not subject even to the 
limited right of appeal allowed by the Bill. With reference to mineral 
rights duty, it is to be observed that the price of minerals, as between 
lessor and lessee, is always adjusted according to the results of actual 
working, and various allowances are made. Rates and taxes on minerals 
are at present charged on a basis which has a relation to the quantitv and 
value of the minerals gotten. The compensation for minerals left un- 
worked for the support of railways and other statutory undertakings 
is only ascertained when the actual working of the minerals is about to 
begin, and the value of the adjoining minerals known. The value of 
unworked minerals will be hypothetical as the valuation depends upon 
the presence or absence of faults, water, depth from the surface, thick- 
ness of the seam, quality, possible damage to surface, access to railways, 
ports, and other circumstances—e.g., which of the seams can be profitably 
worked, the rate of interest on borrowed money, the loss, until re- 
imbursement, of interest on capital expended. 

Further comment follows on the consideration of the individual 
Clauses 1—27, which we hope to give next week. 





Other law societies have also expressed their views on the proposed 
land taxation. 

The council of the Bristol Incorporated Law Society have passed the 
following resolution :—Resolved, that in the opinion of the council of 
the Bristol Incorporated Law Society the scheme of land taxation con- 
tained in Part I. of the Finance Bill is, as it stands, unfair, on the 
ground that one class of property only is thereby singled out for a spe- 
cial form of taxation; also that the proposed method of collection of 
the duty sought to be imposed is such as must inevitably result in delay 
in the settlement of purchases, and be the cause of much inconvenience 
both to vendors and purchasers; and that the scheme as a whole must 
tend tc a depreciation in value of all property affected, and restrict its 
ready transfer. The council is also opposed to the procedure 


provided by the Bill in regard to appeals to a referee, as 
thereby a tribunal is set up from which there is no appeal, 
and owners of property are deprived of the common right 
of every citizen to the protection of the courts of law. The 


council is further opposed to the proposed increase of the ad val. duty 
on conveyances on sale, considering that this increase of the stamp duty 
will by adding to the expense of conveyance further tend to reduce the 
value of, and restrain dealings in, real property. 


The committee of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society 
have made the following observations on the Land Taxation clauses of 
the Bill :—The committee of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law 
Society, while not desiring to offer any opinion on the political princi- 
ples underlying the provisions of the Bill, thinks it well to draw atten- 
tino to certain disadvantages and practical difficulties which it will cause 
if passed in its present form. The committee’s observations are con- 
fined to that part of the Bill which relates to the taxation of land and 
minerals. 1: The Bill will (a) add considerably to the expense and 
trouble of dealing with land, whether vacant or built upon; (6) decrease 








its value; (c) discourage its distribution among small proprietors. 2, 
Great trouble and expense will be caused to all owners (freeholders or 
leaseholders) of land, whether built upon or not, mortgagees, trustees, 
and purchasers, in connection with valuations. These must necessarily 
be, in a great many cases, mere guesswork, especially in the case of 
ungotten minerals. 3. Great objection is taken to officials determining 
all questions of valuation without the taxpayer having the same right 
of appeal to the High Court as he now has in the case of death duty 
values. The duty of the Commissioners is to collect the tax. They can 
hardly satisfactorily combine with that duty the judicial function of 
determining how much tax should be paid; at any rate the taxpayer is 
not likely to feel much confidence in their impartiality. There is no 
appeal except to a referee nominated by the Treasury, the authority that 
is interested in collecting the taxes. This again is contrary to all prin- 
ciples of justice. 4. Fuller exemption should be given to charitable 
endowments. At present only land actually used by any charitable in- 
stitution is exempt. 5. The proposal that the State should take a con. 
siderable share of the increase of site values is a question for politicians 
rather than lawyers. This committee refrains, therefore, from express- 
ing any opinion on the principle involved. It desires, however, to call 
attention to the fact that in the experience of the members of the com. 
mittee many sites decrease in value, and a site which has for some time 
increased in value, and on which increased taxes have been paid, may 
decrease until it is worth less than its original site value. As the Bill is 
drawn the taxpayer will receive no return of tax. This is inequitable. 
6. The new taxes will, as the Bill is drawn, take precedence of existing 
incumbrances. Against this the committee emphatically protes‘s. In 
elaboration of objection No. 1 (a) referring to the extra expense and 
trouble which will be caused in dealing with land, the following points 
may be mentioned :—(a) The stamp duty on conveyances is doubled 
(although that on transfers of stocks and shares remains as before) ; (6) 
questions of value for the purposes of the new taxes will arise in the 
first instance and constantly recur on sales, and will have to be cleared 
up before completion. This will involve correspondence or interviews 
with the Inland Revenue Authorities, valuations on behalf of owners, 
frequent adjudications of stamp duty, and other additional trouble and 
expense; (c) the delay caused by the increased difficulties in carrying 
out transfers of land may easily extend into months. With regard to 
the taxes on minerals, the committee can also speak with confidence as 
practising in a coal-mining district, comprising South Yorkshire, North 
Nottinghamshire, and North-East Derbyshire. The difficulty of valu- 
ing ungotten minerals with any pretence to accuracy 1s enormous. Coal 
may be unproved, in which case its existence can be only a matter of 
conjecture. Faults and water and’ other difficulties are all unknown; 
and, stated shortly, valuation results must be absolutely unreliable. 
There are other provisions of the Bill to which the committee is very 
strongly opposed. For instance, the proposed taxation of undeveloped 
land will, in its opinion, be found in practice to work great injustice 
upon taxpayers. Th® committee has, however, limited its observations 
to a few of the questions upon which its opinion as a body composed of 
and representing practising solicitors may be supposed to have a special 
value. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Georce Joun Tatsot, K.C., has been appointed an Additional 
Member of the General Council of the Bar, to represent the Parlia 
mentary Bar. 


Mr. AtFrrep Karney Youns, barrister-at-law (Stipendiary Magistrate, 
Trinidad), has been appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
Seychelles. 


Mr. W. H. WintersorHam, the new President of the Law Society, 
is a member of an old Gloucester family. His father practised for many 
years as a solicitor at Tewkesbry, whilst his uncles, cousins, brother, 
nephews, with many other relations, were in practice at Cheltenham and 
Stroud. His brother (the lete Mr. Henry Winterbotham) was member 
for Stroud, and Under-Secretary of State in Mr. Gladstone’s Ministry 
of 1868-1872. Another brother was member for the Eastern Division 
of the county. Mr. Winterbotham was born at Stroud, was educated at 
the private school of Mr. West, at Amersham, Bucks, where several 
well-known people were educated, including Sir Andrew Scobell, who 
became one of the judges of the Privy Council, also the present Master 
of the Rolls, and Mr. Birrell. He graduated at the London University, 
and then went to Cambridge, obtaining a scholarship at Pembroke College 
and a place in the Mathematical Tripos. In January, 1866, he was 
articled to his brother, Mr. Lindsey W. Winterbotham. at Stroud, and 
subsequently to Mr. Theodore Waterhouse (who himself was later 4 
member of the Council of the Law Society) in London. He was 
admitted in 1869, and joined his firm in the following year, of which 
he has remained a member ever since, and is now the senior partner. 
He was appointed Official Solicitor in 1895, an office which does not 
prevent his carrying on private practice. He became a member of the 
Council of the Law Society in the following year. Amongst his other 
appointments is that of Solicitor to the General Medical Council, which 
he has held for several years, and for many years past he has acted 
for the London and Country Bankers’ Association. 
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Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


Tom Harttey Roserts and Atrrep Rizey, solicitors (Roberts & 
Riley), Burnley and Padiham. The said Alfred Riley wili continue to 
carry on the said practice under the style or firm of Roberts & Riley. 

(Gazette, July 13. 


General. 


On Tuesday evening last the consideration of Clause 3 of the Finance 
Bill in committee was completed. 

It is announced that Lord Pearson has resigned his office as Judge of 
the Court of Session in Scotland, and that Mr. William I. Cullen, K.C., 
Sheriff of Fife and Kinross, has been appointed a Judge of the Court of 
Session in succession to Lord Pearson. 


It is stated that the members of the Joint Committee which is to 
inquire into the state of business in the King’s Bench Division of the 
High Court are :—The Duke of Devonshire, Lord Cawdor, Lord Belper, 
Lord Welby, Lord Courtney of Penwith, Mr. Akers-Douglas, Mr. Ellis, 
Mr. Haldane, Sir John Kennaway, and Sir Thomas Whittaker. 


It is announced that the benchers of Gray’s-inn, at a meeting heid 
on Wednesday, resolved that Mr. Vinayak Damovar Savarkar, a student 
of the society, is not eligible for call to the bar. He was, says the 
Times, for some time one of the managers of ‘‘ India House,’ High- 
gate, which he left, according to his own statement, on the 3rd of April 
of this year. 

The general impression seems to be, says the Parliamentary corre- 
spondent of the 7'1mes, that the latest changes made in the Finance Bill 
reduce the possibility of revenue from the increment value duty to a 
minimum, and give more prominence to the means than to the end— 
that is to say, to the scheme for carrying out a valuation of land than 
to the needs of the Exchequer. 


Following out the suggestions contained in our observations on 
“Instructions to Executors’’ (ante, p. 592), the Solicitors’ Law Sta- 
tionery Society (Limited) have issued a printed form of instructions to 
executors for filing with wills, settled by Mr. T. Cyprian Williams, 
LL.B., barrister-at-law, for giving particulars of bankers, solicitors, 
life insurance investments, real and leasehold estate, mortgages, &c., 
and where documents and other articles are deposited. It is suggested 
that this form will be found useful by solicitors for sending to a client 
when returning an engrossment of a will, with a request that it should 
be filled up and kept with the will. The instructions appear to cover 
the whole particulars necessary for the convenience of executors. 


On May 21st, 1903, says the American Law Review, the Court of First 
Instance of the Empire of Germany, sitting at Strasburg, rendered an 
opinion in the case of Pierson v. The Rhine and Moselle Fire Insurance 
Co., a German corporation, a test case, involving some five millions 
of dollars and a most important question of international law. If the 
decision be confirmed on appeal, such confirmation will be a solemn 
declaration by the Empire of Germany that it does not propose to ex- 
tend to the United States and to its several sovereign states the comity 
which might be expected from a nation of the first rank, and places the 
seal of approval on an act which the commercial world will not approve. 
In such event it will become the duty of our legislative bodies, both 
National and State, to enact stringent laws in regard to the conditions 
a which German corporations may transact business in the United 

ates. 


On the 12th inst., in the House of Commons, Lord R. Cecil asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he would lay upon the Table the 
general estimate which had been prepared for the Government of the 
number of valuers necessary to carry out the valuation under the 
Finance Bill, and the amount of the salaries payable to them. Mr. 
Hobhouse, who replied, said: My right hon. friend feels that the 
proper occasion on which to communicate to the House the proposals of 
the Government in regard to the staff required in connection with the 
valuation contemplated by the. Finance Bill will not arise until the Bill 
has become law. He regrets, therefore, that he cannot comply with the 
noble lord’s request. Lord R. Cecil asked the Speaker whether it was 
not a rule of the House of Commons that when a Minister referred to a 
document he must lay it upon the table for the information of members ? 
The Speaker : If a Minister quotes from an official paper, of course he 
must lay it upon the table. Lord R. Cecil : In view of that ruling, will 
not the right hon. gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer recon- 


sider his position? Mr. Hobhouse: No. Because I did not quote from 
a document. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or RecistRans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Emenornoy Mr. Justice 
Swinvew Eapy, 
Mr Beal 
Greswell 
Goldschmidt 


Chureh 
Theed 


Date. Aprzat Court Mr. Justice 
TA. No, 2, Joyvon. 
Monday -Jaly 19 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Church 
Tuesda Synge Goldschmat Theed 
Charch Synge 
Theed Church 
Bloxam Th 


Farmer Bloxam 


Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Negvitiz. PaRkeEn. Evs. 

Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Borrer 
Church Farmer Beal 
Theed Leach 

Borrer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. Wasainerox. 


Borrer 
Beal Bloxam 
Greswell Farmer 
Leach 


Goldschmidt Greswell 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liirep rs CaANcERyY. 


BLAacKkBURNE men S o by f= are amg to forthwith send particul ar 
laims to T. Perci est, 6, nchester 
Barts ALewinvers Co, Lrp—Peta for winding up, presented July 1, directed to be 
heard on July 20. Rawlinson & Son, New Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
July 19 


4 Tantus Co, 1897, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented July 5, directed to 
ar on July 20, Norton & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0 clock in the afternoon of 
July 19 a 
w Cotttery Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 18, to send 
ye eh addressee, and particulars 0 their debts or claims, to Lawrence 
rt Dicksee, 48, Copthall av, liquidator 

PP ma dae Co, Lro—Creditors = required, on or before July 17, to send their 
names and addreases, and the particnlars:« f their debts or claims, to [-eah Joseph, 
44, Hanover st, Liverpool, Bartlett & Gluckstein, Piccaiillv, solors to liquidator 

InterLeas Synprcats, Lrp—Crefitors are required, on or before Aug 20, to send their 
nema and addresses, and the a oy their debts or claims, to Frederic E. 

» yal Exchange, liqui c 

J SE Revon Les Creditors are F uired, an or before July 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of th ir debts or claime, t> William Bayford Stone, 
90, Cannon st. Rivers & Milne, G-acechurch st, selors to the liquidator 

James Crawrarp & Co—Creditors are required, on or before Ang 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Murgatroyd, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester. Alien & Co, Manchester 

lors for the liquidator : 

P= y nodes Roap), Lrp—Petn for winding up, ted J ane 29, directed to be 
beard at the Court House, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpoo', on July 23, at 10. 
Rutherfords. Liverpool, solora for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 22 : 

Mixes awn Commerce, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presen Jaly 5, directed to be 
beard July 20. Dunderdale & Ca, London wall. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 19 

Porutar Pastimes, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Avg 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William Whiteley 


Smi'es, 51, Holborn Viaduct, liquidator A 
Guamanee Synprcars, Lap—Creditors are required, on or before Ang 16, to send 
ir names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest 
Stending, Bassishaw House, i st. Bruce & Oo, Basinghall st, solors for 
the liquidator 
WwW. H.E & Co (Liverroot). Lrn—Petn for winding up presented June 26, 
directed tn be heard at the Court House, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, 
on July 23, at 10 o’clock. Ruth , Liverpool, solor for the petner. 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
July 22 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liurrep in CuancsrY. 


. H. Masow, Witsom & Co (rw Votuntary L:qurpation)—Creditors are required, on 

. pM Avg 20, to send their names and addresses, and the p»rticujars of their 
debts and claimr, to Athol bet og Victoria —. West et, map etd = yay 

Cotonra, Comsotrpatep Frixawce Corroratiox, Lip— 
before July 31, to send their names and addreares, ond the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Wiiliam Patrick Forbes, 139, Cannon st Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton 
solors for liquidators 

Davip Wineet & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented July 7, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Government bidgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, July 30, at 10. 
Nield, Liverpool, solor for the petner. a mast reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 29 

Day Dawes Biocge ayp Wrnpnam Gop Mistwe Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 8, to send their names and d -es, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas Winder, 16, St Helen’s pi, liquidator 

Laxcaseree Taxr-Cas Co, Lrp—Petn for winding-ue, presented July 3, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Government wage Victoria st, Liverpool, July 30, at 10 
Glover, Livenpeoh, calore.tes ny peinecs s * _ e ‘ing must reach above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon z 

P. E. D. Sxxprcars, Ltp—Oreditors are required, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
names eerpece, Gad See eens oe Sen ee teem, Fiank Gardiner 
Fedden, 1084, Cannon st, liq’ 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Furpay, July 9. 


Ware & Smatiman, Lv. 

Laxe Vyanwy Horet awp Sportive Estate Co, Lp. 

Srr Ricnarp Grenvitte STeaMsHIP Lap. 

Crrion Cars Co, 

O’Naiwt & Co, Lrp. 

Avos, Lrp. 

| n -g  ntcae Co, Lrp. 

Parxsr, Lro. 

Luawpovery Terra-Corta Brick anv Tite Co, Lr. 

| aap 99 Consanpe Co, Lr. 
OPULAR Pastimes, Lop. 

ArcarpaLtp ComstaBie & Co, Lp (Reconstruction). 

Natrowat Braziran Haxsovk Co, Lrp. 

Kurszon, Lrp. 

Lza anv Francis Motor Srnprcare, Lrp (These resolutions do not in any way affect 
the Company of Lea & Francis, Ltd.) 


London Gazette.—Tvusapay, July 13, 


&, B, Warrs & Co, Lrp, 
Dar Dawy Buocx anp Wrspmam Gotp Mimine Co, Lr, 





Witxis Lanz Manvracrorgine Oo, 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


July 19.—Mesers. 8S. Watxer & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents and 
Preperties freee advertisement, back page, Juns 26). 
July 20 —Messrs. Desenaam, Tewsos, Ricaarpsor, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
ho'd Investments (eee advertisement, prge iti, Jan 19). 
July 20.—Mesere. Eris, Corr, & Co, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Building Land (see 
aivertis*ment, page iii, July 10). 
July 20.—Mr. Freperick Warman, at the Beauchamp Hotel, Malvern, at3: Free- 
hid Residential Prop*rties (see adverti-ement, page iii, July 10). 
July 21.—Mesers. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leagseho'd Shop and 
Warehouse Property (ree advertisement, page iii, Julv 10), 
July 21.—Mesarse. Eowin Fox & Bouserecn, at the Mavt, at 2: Freehold Grouni-rent 
and Family Residence (see a tvertisement, back page, July 3). 
July 22.—Mes+r4. Fagesroraer, Evcis, & Uo., at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Residences 
(see advertisement, back page, Jaly 3). 
July 28.—Messre, Toritts & Harpine, at the Mart, at 2: Leasshold Town Mansion 
(ee advertisement, page iv, this week). 
July 22,—Mesers, Stimsov & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freshold Property (soe aiver- 
tisement, back page this week). 
July 23.—Messre. Nicsoras, Denyer, & Co, at Keading: Resilential Property (see 
afvertisement, back page, this week). 
July 26.—Me-srs Daw-ox, Son. & Terry, at tho Mart, at 1: Shara of Copyhold 
Groun@-rents (see advertisement, back page, uhis week). 
July 27. -Meesrs. Driver, Jonas, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
and Pren iss (s°e advertisoment, page iii, Jaly 10). 
Julv 27. —Me+ers. Desewuau, Tewson, Ricnaepson, & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Ground-renta (see advertisement, back page, this wees, and Jaly 3). 
July 27.— Messrs, Taursoon & Maarin, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Pleasure Farms, 
Building ®iter, B'ock of Offices, Houses, Groun1-rents, &c. (eee advertisement, back 
pege. this week). 
July 27.—Mcssre. Hopeson & Co, at 115, Chancery-lane, at 1: Law Books (see 
tdvertisement, page iii. this week). 
July 27.—Mr. Eanzst Owrrs, at the Mart, at 2: Residence (see advertisement, back 
pee, this v eek). 
July 28,—Messrs. Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Business Premises (see advertise- 
ment, page ii’, July 19). 
July 28.—Mesars. Fixup, Sons, & Grazer. at the Mart: Leasehold Investment, 
Residence, Waret onses (see sdvertisement, back page, this week). 
July 29.—Messrs. Lz »roun Farmer & Sons, at the Mart, at 1: Freeholds (see adver- 
temer-t, pege iii, this week). 
July 20.—Mr. Wa. Hovexton, at the Mart, at 2.30: Freehold Building Estate (seo 
advertisement, back rage, this week). 
Jaly 29.—Merers. Weatnexatt & Grexv, at the Mart, at 1 Freeholi Houses (s3e 
advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversioys AnD Lire Po.icrss, 


Meesrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrtetp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 887) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


495 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION— 
To about £900 eve bee iain “ - «+» Bold £525 
To £1,782 178., aleo CONTINGENT REVERSION to £202 188 ,, £700 
To about £315 ial = bei “ a ose me £165 
a gl ASSURANCE— 
‘or £4, oe iow Sow 3 
For £700 one oa a 
For £2 00) ooo ove 


£325 
£1,509 
£255 


£525 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Daz or Otarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripax, June 18. 
eee Beem, South Croydon July 8 Holland v Kersley, Neville,J Hogav, Arthur 
London Gazette.—Toxspay, June 29. 
Beows, Atrrzep Hexey, Mountgrqve rd, Stoke Newington, Draper July 20 Brown v 
Brown, Neville, 7 Crocker, Finsbury cme uy s y, 
Crass, Haney Vaventine, Brighton, Licens:d Victualler Oct 1 Mitchell v Crane 
Neville, J Adams, Victoria at 
Morets, Jesee Taomas Davip July 24 Morris and Another v Morris, Swinfen Eady, J 
Jagger, Birmingham 
London Gazeltte—Fripay, July 9. 
Eapy, Frisx, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Diamond Merchant Sept 15 
ly, Judge in Chambers Chandler, Gracechurch at 
Morar, Jusse Taomas Davip, Weet Bromwich, Tsilor July 24 Fisher vy Movris ani 
Bailey, Swinfen Eady, J Jagger, birmingham 


Bantcft v 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Faipar, June 25. 
a, en, Oxenhurst Newton, nr Slaidburn, Yorks Aug 21 Baldwin & Oo, 


eroe 
Bagugs, Avice Roserra, Tamworth st, Fulham July 25 Cooney, North End rd, West 
. ay on . 
eTTeetos, Banbans Evizanera, Teddington Aug 6 Jukes, Gray's inn « 
B worn, Mary, Eardington, nr Bridgoorth July 31 Cooper, Bridgaorth ’ 
Baer, Jous, Loughborough Aug 3 Bartlett & Co, Lou-hborough 
Comtemsn, Sean, Greenwich, Bail Maker July 24 Balfour & Co, Old Serjeants’ inp 
very lo 
yore ae em | enero J ag > Aaa Pearce, Linc ln’s inn fields 
. x¢ Rox, v 24 Peters & Bolton, Basinghal 
Secsieens, Sane, Castislo July 17 Pordy, Carlisle = 
oonbes, Lacks Croruizr, Ryd+,I of W, Ladies Outfitter July 31 Robi 
Cousrouo Kare Isaverix, Lewisham pk Octl Newton & Go, Gams sanices 
Fateavnst, Betsy, Astley Bridge, Bolton July 26 French, Bolton 
Pau.xsen, F umaxcer, Droylsden, Lancs July 26 Richards, Denton, nr Manchester 
Goopwin, Bicaany, Derby July 16 Simpson & Meakin, Derby 
Guana, Haner, Richmond, Secretary July 31 Skewes-Cox & Co, Richmond 





—_. 


Harroy, Joux, Waldemar av, Ealing July 27 Smith & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Hewirt. Euu.y Susanna Karaenine, Bath July 31 Taylor & Dorte, Billiter st 

Hiamax, Janx, St Austell July 17 Carlyon & Stephens, 8t Austell, Cornwall 

Hostey, Evizasera, Chilvers Coton, Warwick a 26 Blakeway, Nuaeatoa 

Hopp, Eowarp Hamuvron. Catford July 31 Tulett, Laurence Pountney bill 

Horkiyson, Mary, Retford, Notts July 28 Fuottit, Newark, Notts 

Hueues, Taomas, Besumarir, Anglesey August1 Jones, Bangor 

Howr, Jane Ayn, Starbeck, Yorks August13 Wood, York _ 

Jounson, Groner WitL1am Mooas, Beckenham August 5 William Cowell Davies, oo, 
Baileys & Co, Berners st , . 

Jouty, Cuaries, Moseley, Manufacturer July 3 John Hawkes Harris, C.ifton rd, Spark. 
brook, Birmingham 5 

Kay, Evtzasera, Carlisle July 19 Bendle & Son, Carlisle 

Kay, Hewey Artuur, Old Colwyn. Denbigh August 14 Tathim & Co, Manchester 

Lees. Emity, Headiogley, Leeds July 31 Barr & Co, Leeds : 

Loss, “1izaseTuH, New Southgata August Woodbridge & Sons, Serjcants’ inp, 
Fleet st 

Lyow, Exizasetn Auison. Liverpool July 25 Mas n & Co, Liverpool 

Makins, Louisa, Clapham July30 Ashurst & Co,Throgmortonavy 

Maat, Georce, Streatham, Land Owner Ju'y3i Taylor & Dorte, Billiter st 

May, Georas, Caversham, Oxford July 31 May, Reading 

Moogg, Wituiam Hesry, Teignmout1, Accountant July 24 Hutchings & Kennaway, 
Teignmouth : é 

Moss, Estagr, Bramerton, Nor’olk July 30 Mills & Reeve, Norwich 

Nay.sor, Georctawa, Leighton Hall, Montgomery July 12 Hariisons & Winnall, 
Welshp»ol ee 

Nert.eroip, Epwarp, Birmingham, Manufacturer Sept] Ryland & Co, Birmiogham 

Parxee, THomas Mexsoy, Louth, Lincs Aug 1 Wilson & Co, Louth 

Parry, Epwarp, Abermule, Montgomery July 20 Woo-nam, Newtown 

Prxyoox, Witu1aM, Hastings July 3! Hollams & Co, Mincing In 

Po._xixauoenk, Jony, St Blazey, Cornwa'l July 17 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell 

Pou.tsr, Mary, Harrogate July 14 Rhodes & Buchinnan, Thirsk 

Prosser, CHarites Witiiams, Abergavenny, Mon, Licensed Victualler July 26 Watkin, 
Pontrilas, Hereford 

Raywer, Squire. Savi'e Town, Thornhill July 31 Scholefi2'd & Son. D-wabury 

Reap, Jonn Moureay, Washficld, Devon Aug 9 Fisher, T.verton, Devon 

Rosixson, WitiiaM, Pendleton, Lancs July 3t Foyster & Co, Menchesier 

Suarp, Tuomas Witttam, Great Queen st July 31 Griffith & Gardiner, Old Serjeants’ 
inn, Chancery In ? 

Stinwect, Heway. Hillingdon, pr Uxbridge August 14 Wuodb:idge & Sons, Uxbrid.e 

Srockine, Amy, Northwold, Norfolk July 15 Wood, Brandon, Suffolk N 

Surro, Atsert, San Francisco, Banker July 24 Allan & North, Old Serjeants’ ina, 
Chancery Jn me 

Swat, Joseru, Birmingham Avgust11 Smythe & Co, Birmingham 

Tuompsox, Mantua, Hyde Park, Leeds July 14 Wade & Kitson, Leeds 

Teineuam Rev Witwiam, Chertsey July 26 Tringham, Hatton gin — 

Wa tow, Lucy, Dartmouth park hill August 3 Peacock & Co, Giay’s inn 

Waren, Hewry. 8t Eb‘es, Oxford, Carman July 3) Hatt, Oxford 

Wasupoury, Fanny, Norwich Julv21 Keith, Norwich 

Wess, Ferpexick Eaxest, Maida Vale,&urgeon July 31 Waterhouse & Co, New court, 
Lioeoln’s ion 

Wess, Georce Evwarp, Patricroft, Eccles, nr Manchester, Barman July 26 Bowden 
Manchester 


Wuirmanrsu, Catuenive, Tolworth, Surrey July 31 Skewes-Cox & Co, Richmond 

Witxixson, LighTtow.er, Woodville rd, Ealiog July 31 * Hellyar, Ealing Common 

Wiis, Jonny, Feltham July 14 Garland, Queen Victoria st 

Wosrsiseton, Catuerine, Kensington ~~ 5 Riviogton & Son, Fenchurch bldg: 

Waicut, Hexry, Greyhound‘rd, Fulham, rhouse Retailer July 25 Cooney, North 
End rd, West Kensington 


London Gazette,—Tuxrspay, June 29. 


Barxes, Wittiam Hesstetuwaite, Garway rd, Westbourne grove July 31 Lyne & 
Holman, Gt Winchester st ; 
Bennett, Wituiam, Aston Cantlow, Warwick, Farmer July 10 Christophers & Lodder, 
enley in Arden 
Carver, Louisa, Aylsham, Norfolk Aug7 Purdy & Holley, Aylsham 
Catver, Wiitiam, Aylxham, Norfolk Aug? Purdy & Holley, Aylsham 
Cuark, Exeanor, Nottingham Aug3 Eking & Co, Nottingham 
Cocxsuut, Harry, Shootup hill, Brondesbury July 31 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 
Fatocones, Euiza Keiru, Monte Carlo Aug9 Metcalfe & Co, New sq, Lincoln's ina 
Fisner, Anne, Apvl-by. Westmorland July 31 Hewitson, Appleby f 
Foyer, ALraep, Uxbridge, Licensed Victualler Aug7 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Gatioway, Apa, Doncaster, York July 27 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster — 
Geueincer, Freperick Joun, Gt Pearl st, Spitalfields July 15 Jones, Spital sq 
Havers, Many Ayn, Cathay, Bristol Augl5 Watts. Bristol 
Hemixa, Josera, Lee, Kent July 31 Taylor & Co, Bedford row 
Hote, Witi1am Roseart, Parke B ivey Tracey. Devon July9 Kitsoas & Co, Torjuay : 
a i mania Bishop's Stortford, Hertford July 14 Gee & Sons, Bishop's 
tortfo 
Hucugs, Margaret, Abertridwr,Glam July 10 Evans, Newcastle Emyin 
Jackson, Rosert Epwix, Wallingford, Berks August 4 Cooper & Co, Birchin Jn 
Jonyson, Watrer Joan, Southampton, Jobmaster July 31 Waller, Southampion 
Laweence, WiiurAM, Fleetwood, Lancaster, Sailmaker July 10 Nicholson, Fleetwow 
Liesert, wane Sizcrainp Avaust, Hampstead July 31 Dunderdale & Cv, Londu 
wal 
Love, Rosert, Southsea August 6 Goy & Co, Barion on Humber 
McKiswey, Samuew Biccar Givin, Lausanne rd, Deptford, Surgeon July 31 Maradea 
& Son, Great 8t Thomas Apostle 
Makepeace, Jane, Attercliffe, Sheffield July 27 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Mercu, Peres, Smithfield Sept 39 Rutland, Chancery In 
Moetimer, Faxpeeicx, Gomersal, York, Manufacturer July 20 Newton, Bradford 
ane a Joseru Bartow, Lowdham! Notts, Painter Aug 3 Ekiog & Co, Notting: 
am 
Patmer, Joun Sxown. Croesawddy, Newtown, N Wales July 31 Palmer, peti = 
Proctor, Witttam Witson, Newcastle upon Tyne July 26 Kent, Newcastle upon 
Rimmer, Jamus, Southport July 31 Buck & Co, Southport ; : 
Rossersoy, Exizasera Aung, Hove, Sussex Augl2 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
Saas, Susawnau, Redhill Jaly 31 Dayncs, Norwich 
Saurrnu, Jaxe Newbiggin by Sea, Northumberland Aug12 Webb, Morpeth 
Sriens, Jostaun, Warwick In July 24 Todd & Co, Chancery In ; ; 
Squire, ad Avexaxper, Constantine rd, Hampstead July 31 Withers, High 
rm 
Tuomas, Witi1am, Gorseinon, Glam, Tailor July 10 Jagnes, Swansea 
Ticket, Eve, 8t Leonards on Sea July 31 Robins & Co, Lincoln's ina fields 
Tontrsex, Many Asn, Kingston upon Hull July 31 Reed, Hull 
tees Fansy Aayes, Sidcup, Kent August 12 Simmonds & Carter, 
10use 
Turnavt, Anrave, Frobisher rd, Hornsey July 31 Blyth & Co, Gresham house, Ol 
Broad st 


Broad & 


Jaly 81 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 
Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 
Wood July 30 Watkins & 


Useuer, Anruur, Crawley, Suseex 

Dsener, Mary, Crawley July 31 

Vactiorron Tazovore Janes, Carlton hill, 8t John’s 
Sackville at 

Waxes, Joszru, Leeds August1s6 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Wiicox, Rev Henay Avoustus Moutimer, Wolston, Warwick July 31 Powell & Browelh 
Birmingham 

Wicps, Evgan, Denton, Lancaster, Hat Manufacturer July 31 Richards, Denton 

Witomax, Wittian, Denton, Lancaster, Registrar August 3 Richards, Denton 

Wont, Janz Sanay, Anericy July 26 Holmes, Anerley 





Davies, ¢,0, 


1rd, Spark. 
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st 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 2. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aux, Atrrep, Berkeley, Glos, Baker Gloucester Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Berskix, ARTHUR Epwarp, Leeds, Typewriter Leeds 
Pet June 15 Ord June 29 

Berrs, Horace Epwarv Dyxer, Great Massioghum. 
—— Farmer King's Lynn Pet June 21 Ord 
June 

Biaety, ie Sheffield, Provision Marchant Sheffield Pet 
April8 Ord June 30 

Boocock, Josrra anaes, Kingston upon Hull, Cycle 
Agent Kingston upon Hull Pet June 28 Ord 
June 28 

CiaymaN, JacoB, Middlesbrough, Grocer Middlesbrough 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Couuis, Freprrick nl Southampton, Puiioter 
Southampton Pet June30 Ord June 30 

Cooper, Grorct, Georcge Henry Coorgr, and ArtTuue 
Coopgr, Smethwich, Coal Merchants West Bromwich 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Carers, Eowarp Fuut.er, Haverstock Hill, Licensed Vic- 
taller High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Caowraee, WittiamM, Todmorden, Yorkshire, Mercantile 
Clerk Burnley Pet June29 Ord June 2? 

Cons, Ropert, Harpenden, Herts High Court Pet May 

Ord June 28 
Daviey atone Hereford, Painter Hereford Pet June 28 
June 28 

Davis, Faeperick Wit1t1am, Commercial rd Exist, House 
Agent High Court Pet May 28 Ord June 23 

Dawser, Tuomas, Wigan, Fruiterer Wigan Pet June 28 
Ord June 28 

Dest, Georce, Studley, Warwickshire, Farmer Warwick 
Pet April8 Ord June 30 

GornarD, Henry, Colville rd, Bayswater HighCourt Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Gairriras, Davin Coengtivs, Tonyrefail, Hay Merchant 
Pontypridd Pet Jane 29 Ord June 29 

Hanais, Topias, Castellan mansions, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet May 30 Ord June 30 

Harrisoy, Ricuarp, Reading, Butcher Reading Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Hastiz, Ropert Cxows, Liverpool, Hotel 
Liverpool Pet June 23 Ord June 30 

Haw.ry, Artuue, Barnsley, Joiner Barnsley Pet June 
29 Ord June 49 

Hea.ey, Toomas Epwarp, Leicester, Licensed Victualler 
Leicester Pet June 28 Ord Juna v8 

Heexetu, WiitiAm, Woolston, nr Suuthampton, Gravel 
Merchant Southampton Pet Junell Ord June 30 

Hopason, James Atpert, Thackley, Bradford, Boot 
Dealer Bradford Pet June 28 Ord June 23 

Houmpueeyrs, Joun Pircarry, Scholar Green, Chester, 
, aaa of Pottery * Hanley Pet April 6 Ord 
une 

Keicuttey, Percy, Aldgate East chmbrs, Aldgate, 
Tobacco Dealer High Vourt Pet June 5 Ord June 


ee StrerHen Bennett, Staines rd, Hounslow, 
Motor Engineer Brentford Pet June 30 Ord June30 

Loyonotrom, James, Coventry, Coal Merchant Coventry 
Pet June 29 Ord June 30 

McCuttoca, Ropert ALLAN, Ardwell, yey Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord J une 30 


Proprietor 


Spooner, Jonw Wiii1am, South Lowestoft, Marine Store 
Dealer Gt Yarmouth Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Sree, Waaven, ameeeent rd, Baker High Court Pet 
May2v Ord June 

Srevens, H, York rd, hens Wandsworth Pet April 
28 Ord June 30 

Tyson, Amy Viotet, Manchester, Milliner Manchester 
Pet April 24 Ord June 30 

Waovpinecuam, Taomas Epwarp, Gt Sane. Confectioner 
Gt Grimsby Pet June 28 Ord June 28 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Moss, Txaomas, Church Coppenhall, nor ipa Joiner 

Nantwich Rec Ord June 10 Rese June 25 
Londm Gazette.—Turspay, July 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Azwavourian, Kaixor, Manchester, Shipper Manchester 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Brikeuey, Henoeat Boswett, Fulwood, nr Fae, Mill 
Manager Preston Pet July 3 Ord July 3 

Brooks, pw arp Witla and Sypyry WaLtee Woo.Lian 

Motor Engin:ers Reading Pet June30 Ord 

Buyxar, Tuomas. Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet 
Jaly 3 O:d Jul 

Deacon, Hontry, ail Green , Warwick, Manufacturer's 
Agent Birmingham ae July 2 Ord July 2 

Denxsine, Witutam, Crandown, nr Radstock, Somerset, 
Baker Wells Pet June 30 O:dJune 30 

Epwarps, Epwarp, Ponty Ourmarthen, Painter 
Carmarthen Pet July 1 Ord July 

Fow.ps, Wituram, Keighley, Yorke, O Secmit Bradford 
Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

Frankuix, Wittiam Veasey, Kingegate on Sea, Thanet, 
Kent Canterbury Pet June 22 Ori July 3 

Gatr, Etvey, Burton Latimer, Northampton, Coal 
Merchant Northampton Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Gren, Jonn, Green Heath, Hednesford, Miner Walsall 
Pet Juty2 Ord July 2 

Hau, Tom Haerer, Barrow ia + Clerk Barrow in 
Furness Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Harris, WILLIAM Seaman, Portsmouth, Electrical Engineer 
Portsmouth Pet June 30 Ord June 3) 

Hinpson, Joun Miiwer, np fg 1 Traveller Leeds 
Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Ho.ime, Jonx, Maghull, nr Liverpool, Fa:mer Liverpool 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Hucues, Jonw Wits, Cowbridge, Glam, Manager of 
Licensed House ky Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Jones, Owen Wyn, Falcon rd, + errr Draper Wands- 
worth Pet July 3 Ord July 

Kimeercey, Epwarp Jony, Blakenball, nr Walsall, Grocer 

Walsall Pet June 29 Ord June 29 





Lives, WILtiaM, hee + amg Builder Gt Yar- | 


mouth Pet July3 O:d Jul 

Lag, —— Otley, Yorks, Butcher's Assistant Leeds Pet 

June "June 30 

MayaAtt, y ete — on Trent, Dyer Hanley Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

MorGan James Wittram, Leominster, Cycle Agent Leo- 
minster Pet July 3 Ord July3 

Newman, Wittram Grorce, High st, erty Tobacco 
Dealer Brentford Pet June 10 Ord Jul 

Nursery, Water Parker, Lowestoft, Seen Merchant 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 21 Ord July 2 

Porter, JOsrra ae Durham, Grocer Durham Pet 
June 5 Ord J 

Prickett, Georae, Middle Hill, Solva, peatindion, Tailor 
Pembroke Dock Pet July3 Ord July 3 





Movuntroxrp, gcorce, Wolverhampton, Tob ist 
Wolverhampton Pet June 28 Ord June 28 
Owex, Davin, Li fni, Anglesey, Butcher Bangor 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Puzasants, Wittiam Hover, Norwich, Cycle Maker 
Norwich PetJune18 Ord June 28 
Ruopes, Joan Tuomas, Horwich End, Whaleybridge, Derby- 
: hire, — Proprietor Stockport Pet June 29 Ord 
une 
Rcsext, Paut, Hanover ct, Hanover st, Art Decorator 
High Court Pet June 30 Ord July 30 
Roseats, AkTHUR James, Costessey, Norfolk, Wheelwright 
Norwich Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Rooxes, AL¥rarp, Cambridge, Fishmonger Cambridge Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
Savery, James, St Werburgh, Bristol, Tripe Dresser Bris- 
tol Pet June18 Ord ti une 29 





um, Hyman, Edgware rd, Draper Sigh Court Pet 
June 12 Ord June 12 


Romens, Isaac, Gt Yarmouth, @ 
umEns, Isaac. armouth, Dair;man Gt Yarmouth | Tuoaa, eon ty om 


Pet July 2 Ord my 

Spuerter, Henry, ani Feeperick Spurrier, Bournbrook, 
Worcester, Gold Rollers Birmingham Pet July 3 | 
Ord July 3 

Srrex, Fiorexce + ging Crewe, Fruiterer Crewe Pet 
July2 Ord July 2 

Wecn, Henry, Ey "rare Fishmonger Walsall 
Pet Mav 28 Ord J 

Wicuass, Jouy, ¥ M Prison, Worm wood Scrubbs, tome 
Proprietor High Court Pet July i Ord July 1 

Wanna, Joun Jay, Queen’s Gate, Kensi: ~ ey 
Proprietor Swansea Pet June 23 Ord 

Wittams Wits, Tyddyn Adda, Tlanddanielfab, 

nglesey, Farm-r B ngor Pet July2 Ord July2 





Youse, Wriu1am Epwarp, Mount Sion, Tun! a | 
Corn Merchant Tunbridge Wells Pet July 1 
July 1 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Artaes, Erxest Wittiam, Westgate on Sea, 

July 15 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 
Baxer, Groner, Meadow Farm, Bitton, Glos, Farmer 
July 14 at 11.30 Off Rer, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Bavranting, WILiiaM Neweu Stanwix, Cumberland, 

Painter July 15 at 11.15 a as st, Carlisle 
Boocock, Josepn Harrison, K ye he Hull, Cycle 
Agent =~ 14 Ball Off Rec, k City Bank 


Cooke, Jony, Burnley Mechanical at Baga July 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 13, Winckley ~ Ais Sa arse 
Davisge, Eowi, Heref ter July 14 at 12.30 2, 
. Hereford 
cwmmer, Mon, Grocer July 


yo Newport, Mon 
Denstne, Wituiam, lown, r Radate Somerset, 
Baker July 14 at 12.30 "on Rec, 26, 26, Baldwin st, 


Bri 
Bomaaee, Epwarp, Pontyberem, Carmarthen, PaiaterjJuly 
atil 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
ee Grocer July 14 at 12 
win st, Br 


Fow ps, Wostean Ingrow Stee, Keighley, Yorks, 
Chemist July 15 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, 
Bradford 


Goopwix, Epwarp, Walton, Liverpool, Beemer Agent 

July 15 at 11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
— Davip Pavu.inus, "Sumyectail, Gus. Hay Mer- 
July 14 at 11 Off Reo, Post Office chmbrs, 


Ponty 
Harrison, Riwaarp, Reading, Bucher July 14 at 12 


Queen s Hotel, Reading 
i me ia, Yorks, Joiner July 15 at 10 


Davis, Lewis Paiuir, 
14 at 1l Off Rec, 144 


meee Asrrr, Chi; 
of 


st, 
Hinpson, ed 1xer, Leeds, Commerrial Traveller 
July 14atil Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Yorke, Butcher's Assistant July 14 
30 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
Maya t, Ricnarp, Btoke u pon Trent, Dyer July 14at3 
Off 28, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 
Mou opie, Witiias Cuartas, Lazmby, Comberland, 
Schoolmaster July l5at11 34, ate Carlisle 
Movuntrorp, Georce, Wolverham T bacconist July 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolves 
Nicuotas, Me New sq. Tosi enaie at Law 
atl2 Bankrapicy lags, Carey st 
Owsn, MMos poh aay nmeny Stanhopest July liatl2 Bank- 
ws 


eae J, Woolwich rd, East Greenwich, Boot Dealer 
Jnly 4 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


as - Apert CHARLES, Keynsham, 
Bomerset, Hosier Suly'1d.ae 11 45 Ont Bee, 26, Bald- 
a st, 
——, Faep, Pion ch Chesterfield, Grocer July 16 
30 Angel Hotel, Chestertield 
nuttin — dManover > Hanover st, a Decorator 
July 14 at 12 bidgs, Carey 
Rosinson, Jonny ag eee, Man-hester July 14 
at 2.30 Off Rec, B: Manch -ster 
Rooxes, an Cambridge ¥ Fishmonger July 14 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
July 14 at 1 
nr Stone, Staffs, 


RosexBium, Hymax, ray] rd, 
Bankrupt:y bidgs, Carey 
Seapuivar, Geemae Inn, 
i Vi July 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, King st, 
, 
Sroonzs, Jonw WituiaM, South Marine Store 
Dealer July 14 at 12.30 Off 8, King st, Norwich 
s Mote, Pembroke, Licensed 
ler July l4at 10.30 4, Queen st, 


Wappi;Gaam, Tuomas Epwarp, ectioner 
Poa ad l4 at 11 Off Rec, Bt Mary's chmbra, Great 


Write, Tecues, and Tsomas Horace Wairse, Bristol, 
— July 14 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st,.. 
ri) 
Wituiame, Joun, Queen's , South Kensi 
Proprietor July 15 at 11 "Bankruptcy 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


Avpeper, A H, Tamworth, Staffs, Ironmonger Birmi 
ham ‘Pet May 19 Orc June 23 ” 


ieee 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOooORG ATE 


FUND. LIMITED. 


ESTA BLISHED Ball 190. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LI@CENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


Quarter sessions have been 
direction ene supervision of the Corporation. 


conducted under the 


X | 





om Sees feeernnee Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
plica 
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Barvayting, Wittiam Newer, Stanwix, Cumberland, 
Painter Carlixle Pet June 25 Ord July3 
Birxtx, Richarp Nort Betcurr, Gedling, Notts, Traveller 
ot Pet May 28 Ord July 2 
Bareatsy, Heesert Boswett, Fulwood, nr Preston, Mil 
Preston Pet July3 Ord July 3 
Brooxs, Eowarp Witt1am,and Sypney WaLTeR Woottay, 
» Mctor Engineers Reading Pet June 30 O:1¢ 
June 30 
Bunker, Tsomuas, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
CoLtwick Grorer, Fulham rd, Kensington, Chemist 
High Gourt Pet May 19 Ord July 2 
Deacon, Hortey, Hall Green, Warwick, Manufacturer’s 
Agent Birmingham Pet July2 Ord July 2 
DagyxisG, Wittiam, Clandown, nr Radstock, Somerset, 
Baker Wells Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Epwarps, Epwarp, Pontyberem, Carmarthen, Painter 
Carmarthen Pet Julyi Ord July 1 
Fow.ps, Wititam, Keighley, Yorks, Chemist Bradford 
Pet July1 Ord July 1 
Fow.ss, Wituiam Joun, Cambridge rd, Kilburn High 
Court Pet April 22 Ord July 3 
Frankum, Witiiam Veasry, Kingsgate on Sea, Thanet 
Canterbury Pet June22 Ord July3 
Frarey, Rovert, Catford, Auctioneer Greenwich Pet 
May4 Ord July 2 
Frezr, Freep, Ravenstone, Leicester, Baker 
Trent Pet June 14 Ord June 30 
Gaz, E:.ex, Burvwon Latimer, Northampton, Coal Mer- 
chant Northampton Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Goxpsreim, Fanny, Wilkes st, Spi ds, Baker High 
Court Pet May20 Ord July 2 
Goopwix, Epwasp, Walton, Liverpool, Colliery Agent 
Birkenhead Pet June 14 Ord June 30 
Gaezx, Jonx, Green Heath, Hednesford, Miner Walsall 
Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Happegsy, Wii114m, Southall, House Furnisher Windsor 
Pet May 27 Ord June 30 
Hanzais, Wi111am Tomas, Portsmouth, Electrical Engineer 
Portsmou Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Hinpson, Jonn Mityor, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Leeds 
= t — — eco - une 30 
oLms, Joun, Maghull, nr Liverpool, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 she 
Hucurs, Joan Wi.uir, Cowbridge, Glam, Manager of a 
Licensed House Cardiff Pet June 30 Ord June 30 
Kriuperiey, Epwarp Joux, Blakenhall, nr Walsall, G@ ocer 
Waleall Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Lez, Freep, Otley; Yorks, Butcher’s Assistant Leeds Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
Lines, Witt1am, Walberswick, Suffolk, Builder Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet July 3 Ord July 3 
Mayatt, Ricaarp, Stoke on Trent, Dyer Hanley Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 
Moicas, James Wiittam, Leominster, Hereford, Gramo- 
phone Agent Leominster Pet July 3 Ord July 3 
Peace, Feanx, Surbiton, Commercial Traveller ‘ Kingston, 
Surrey Pet June 24 Ord June 30 
Paickxett, Grorcr, Middle Mill, Solva, Pembroke, Tailor 
Pembroke Dick Pet July3 Ord July 3 
Rosixsow, Jon» Kpwarp, Openshaw, Manchester Man- 
chester Pet Junel4 Ord July 1 
Rosex, Samvrt, and AsraHamM Rosex, Liverpool, 
Confectioners Liverpool Pet May 13 Ord June 17 
Bcastett, Grorce, West Hampstead, Butcher High 
Pet May 13 Ord July 2 
Szatow, Pamir Rosert Joszrn, Strand, General Broker 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord July 2 
Srurei«r, Henny, and Ferpericx Spurater, Bournbrook, 
} dc , Guld Hollers Birmingham Pet July 3 Ord 
Srees, Fronexce Bama, Crewe, Fruiterer Crewe Pet July 
uly 
Wuirz, Tuomas, and Tuomas Horace Wuirtr, Bristol, 
Fruiterers Bristol Pet June 28 Ord July 1 
Wits, Juny, Queen’s Gate, South Kensington, Colliery 
tor HighCourt Pet July 1 Ord Jely 1 
Wituram, Tyddyn Adda, Lianddanielfab, 
lesey, Farmer Pet July 2 Ord July 2 
Youse, Witi1am Epwarp, Mount Sion, Tunbridge Wells, 
:- .— Tunbridge Wells Pet July 1 Ord 
aly 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 11: 


Sroxz, Witi14M Arent, Chadwick rd, Peckham, Manager 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord June 7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 
Morais, Taomas, Hosforth, nr Leeds, Journeyman Engin- 
eer Leeds Adjud March 15 1907 Annul June 30 1909 
ADJUDICATION ANNUILED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESCINDED, AND PETITION DISMISSED. 


Firzerracp, Dora Maser, Fulham Palace rd High Court 
Ord Arpil 16 Adjud April 26 Rese, Annul, 
and Dis Pet June 30 
Lodm Gazette.—Fuivay, July 9, 
RECEIVING OBDERS. 


Assort, Exity, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Bavuueara, ¥F P, & Co, London wall 
July5 Ord July 5 

Bott, Wituam Hexay, Brookly 
Grocer Exeter Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Brouwicu, Tuomas, Bridgnorth, Salop, Photographer 
Shrewsbury Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Conzs, Rovert Louis, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 

ate m5 0 i — — ope sus 6 
ver, Josern Arstox, Ripon, Yorks, Hotel Manager 
Northallerton PetJuly6 Ord July 6 

Foutkss, Huon Gronxoz, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor Pet 
June 22 Ord July 6 

Gaosos, Evan Epwano, Cilast Manordeifi, Pembroke, 
Grocer Carmarthen Pet July6 Ord July6 

Gissox, Wiz, Armley, fm Milliner Leeds Pet 
July 6 Ord July 6 


Burton on 


WILi1aMs, 


Luton 
High Court Pet 
Lympstone, Devon, 











LIFE 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 
PURCHASED. 


Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 








Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
82, Moorgate Street, E.C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1.A., Manager and Actuary. 


Assets: 
£6,500,000 











Hatt, Epsunp, Scunthorpe, Lines, Joiner Gt Grimsby 
Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Hau, Tuomas, Pendeen, Wilmslow, Chester, Dyer Ashton 
under Lyae Pet Jane23 Ord July7 

Hageizs, Davin, Pontypridd, Glam, Cabinet Maker Ponty- 
pridd PetJune10 Ord July7 

Ho ttns, Henry, 8i ale, Staffs, Draper Hanley Pet 
July 5 Ord July 5 

Hout, Bersy, Bury Bolton Pet June 24 Ord July 7 

Hors, Exizasetu, Redland, Bristol Bristol Pet July 6 
Ord July 6 

Hopxins, _ 5 Leperr, Caxton House, Agent High 
Court Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Lasamore, Taomas, Souchampton, Tailor Southampton 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Mituixcton, Ranpotps Kemp, Sneinton, Nottingham 
Nottingham Pet July 5 Ord July 5 

Mituwaepb, Witiiam, and Wittram Merepita, Manchester, 
—— Outfitters Manchester Pet July 5 Ord 

y 


Parker, Grorce Rosert, Trimdon Grange, Durham, 
Grocer Durham Pet July3 Ord July5 

Peace, Water Henry, Portsmouth, Tailor Portsmouth 
Pet June9 Ord July 5 

Pirrs, Rupert, Piccadilly, Court Costumier High Court 
Pet June 2i Ord July 7 

Sty, Samuet, Bodmin, Cornwall, Insurance Agent Truro 
Pet July 6 Ord July 6 : 

SratHam, G W, Coleherne ct, South Kensington, Solicitor 
High Court Pet May14 Ord July 1 

Forges, GH, Brighton Edmonton Pet June1é Ord 

uly 

West, Freperick Wim, Bulwell, Nottingham, Shop 
Manager Nottingham Pet July7 Ord July7 

Wuire.eacas, Taomas, Warburton, , Farmer Man- 
chester Pet July 7 Ord July7 , 

Wi.kixsox, Jonn Wittram, Stanningley, Leeds, Grocer 
Leeds Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Wituis, Tuomas, Water, jun, Halton rd, ingen. House 
Decorator High Court Pet July6 Ord July 6 

Youne, Asraue Lytre.toyx, Emmett st, Poplar, Copper 
Founder High Court PetJuly7 Ord July7 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 11: 


Srexsett, Georae Wii114m, Hambleton, nr Poulton le 
Fylde Preston Pet April24 Ord May7 


Amended notices substituted for those published in 
the London Gazette of Juiy 2: 
Browstow, Roseat James, Longsight, Manchester, 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet Oct 19 Ord June 30 
Gairviras, Davio Pavuuimvs, Tonyrefail, Glam, Hay 
Merchant Pontypridd Pet June 29 Ord June 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Actus, Atrazp, Berkeley, Glos, Baker July 17 at12 Off 
ueester 


Rec, Station rd, Glo 
London wall July 19 at 11 
et 


Buvucara, F P, & Co, 
Notts, Traveller 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Birxix, Ricnarp Nogu Be.cuge, Gedling 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


July 20 at 11 


ham 
Bout, Witisam Henry, Brook) Ly Devon, 
Grocer July 2 at 10.80 Off ‘Bee, 8. Bedtora circus, 
Bromuwica, Tuomas, Bridgnorth, Photographer July 24 at 
10.45 ‘Off Rec 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
ILLIAM, and Sypwzy WA rer Woo.tay, 
Motor uly 2lat3 14, 
row 


Bedf: 
Conen, Rowzrt Louis, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush 
Hosier July 20 at 11 Bankruptey bldge, Carey st 


Brooxs, Epwarp 
Sol , Ber! 





Crowruer, Witu1amM, Todmorden, Mercantile Clerk July 
17 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Dicate, Joszera Ropext, Saint Michael’s Grange, Tenter- 
den July 19at12 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bidgs (Room 
76), Oarey at : 

Frees, Faev, Ravenstone, Leicester, Baker July 17 at 
11,30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Treat 
Ga.z, Extex, Burton Latimer, Northampton, Coal Mer 

chant July 17at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Gisson, Wittiz, Armley, Leeds, Milliner Jury 19 at li 

Off Rec, 24, Bond et, Leeds f ee. 
Hargis, WiLL1amM THomas, Portemoutb, Electrical Engineer 

July 19 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports 


mouth 

Ho..ine, Henry, Silverdale, Staffs, General Draper July 
20 at 2.80 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Hopkins, Morton Levers, Caxton House, Agent J 
20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Juanxixson, Epwarp Oswix, Tonbridge, Tailor July 20 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Jonzs, Owex Wyn, Falcon rd, Battersea, Draper July 19 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Jorpay, Maatin, Oldham, Carter July 27 at 12 Off Ree, 
Greaves st, Oldham 

Lasumorg, Tuomas, Southampton, Tailor July 17 at 2 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southamptoa 

Lesvos, Arruue Srancey, Lower E> Manchester, 
Process Engraver July 17 at 11 ff Rec, 30, Mosley 
st, Newcastie on 


Tyne 

Linas, Witiiam, Walberswick, Suffolk, Builder July 19at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Loyasorrom, James, Coventry, Coal Merchant July 19 at 
3 Off Kec, 8, High st, Coventry ‘ 

Loxaworts, Joux, Hollinwood, nr Oldham, Confectioner 
July 27 at 11 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Morgan, James Witiiam, Leominster, Hereford, Gramer 
phone Agent July 20at10 4, Corn sq, Leomioster 

Nourgsey, Weseen eee Ieiien On caataty Merchant 
July 20 at 2 s, Carey 

Pe A Georaz, Middle Mill, Solva, Pembroke, Tailor 
July 17 at 12.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Ruopes, Jonw Tsomas, Borwich Ena, Whaleybridge, 
Derby, Cab Proprietor July 20at11 Off Rec, Castle 
chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

Rosears, AsTuur James, Costessey, Norfolk, Wheelwright 
July 17 at.12.30 Uff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Rumens, Isaac, Great Yarmouth, Vairyman July 19 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Siy, Samug., Bod Corawall, Insurance Agent July 1! 
at10 Off Rec, Old Miners Bank, Truro : 

Sraraam, G W, Coleherne ct, South Kensington, Solicitor 

uly 19 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Steen, Frorence Emma, Crewe, Fruiterer July 17 at 8 
Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs i 

W118, Taomas Watts, jun, Halton rd, Islington, House 
Decorator July 19at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, oy at 

Youre, Wiu1am Epwarp, Mount Sion, Tunbridge Wells, 

Corn Merchant July 19 at 12.45 Off Rec, Bankrupley 

bldgs (Room 76), Careyast 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Assort, Burry, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Pet July7 Ord July7 

Ape.s, Josxrn, Green lanes,Tailor Edmonton Pet May! 
Ord July 3 

ALLEN, ALBerT Denne, Sparrows Green, Wadhurt, 
Sussex,Grocer High Court Pet May 13 Ord July6 

Bearriz, Jouw Bucwanay, Selsey, Sussex, Hotel Proprietot 
High Court Pet Aprii20 Ord July 6 : 

Bour, Wiuam Henry, Brooklyn, Lympstone, Devol 
Grocer Exeter Pet July 6 Ord July 6 

Bazyp, Mrs 8 J, and C M Cuvaris, Pilton Quay, Bart 

staple Coal Merchants Barnstaple Pet June 10 Onl 


July 6 











‘lerk July 


ge, Tenter- 
dgs (Room 
July 17 at 
Treat 
Coal Mer- 
»rthampton 
iy 19 at li 


al Engineer 
h st, Ports 


raper July 
ym Trent 
zent Jaly 
July 20 at 
x July 19 
2 Off Ree, 
ly 17 at 2 
uthampwwa 
Via nchester, 
30, Mosley 
July 19at 
July 19 at 
onfectioner 
wd, Grame- 
omiaster 
¢ Merchant 
roke, Tailor 
narthen 
paley belts 
Rec, Castle 
Vheel wright 
ch 
July 19 at 
mt July 17 
m, Solicitor 


aly 17 at 8 


8, ove 
ridge of 
Bankruptey 


urer Luton 
Pet May? 
Wadhurst, 
Ord Jaly 6 
‘1 Proprietor 
one, Devoe 


huay, Bart- 
une 10 Ont 
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Brouwice, Tuomas, oe gee Photographer shrew” 
bury Pet July 7 0 July 7 

CLARKE, ge pe , Labourer Greenwich Pet 
June 1! uly 6 

Dovss, JoszrH Atstos, Ripon, Hotel Manager Northal- 

lerton PetJuly6 Ord July 6 

Gsorct, Evan Epwarp, Cilast, Manordeifi, | a oes 
Grocer Carmarthen Pet July 6 Ord Jul 

are Mel eng armley, Leeds, Milliner “3 Pet July 

Ord July 6 

ace. Heemann Epwarp, and the Hon Witt1am Hewry 
Eexest Ropert Turtoves O’Brien, Great Tower st, 
Hide Merchants High Court Pet Feb8 Ord July 3 

GuxxgLL, Harry Hanser, 7 Grosmont, Mon Here- 
ford PetJune12 Ord July6 

Hatt, Epmuxp, fe oy Lines, Joiner Great Grimsby 
Pet July7 Ord Jul -& 

Houuixs, Henry, Silverdale, > VE Gene:al Draper Han- 
ley Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Horxixs, Morton Lepeer, Caxton House, Westminster, 
Agent High Court Pet Julyé Ord July 6 

Lasuuore, THomAs, Cae pton, Tailor southampton 
Pet July6 Ord July 

Mitiiscton, eore "een, Nottingham Nottiogham 
Pet July5 Ord J 

Nursey, WALTER Par tag Lowestoft, Leather Merchant 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 21 OrdJuly 5 

Panxer, George Roreart, Trimdon sirange, Durham, 
Grocer Durham Pet July3 Ord July 

Puppy, ALBEat, CHAgues, Kookhill il Foca, Keyn+ham, 
Somerset, Hosier Bristol Pet May 28 Ord Sas 6 

Rumens, Isaac, Great Yarmouth, 
Yarmouth Pet July2 Ord July5 

Szasaiper, Cartes, Spot Gate Ion, nr Stone, Staff 
Farmer Stafford Pet June 24 Ord July 6 

Sty, Samurt, Bodmin, Cornwall, Insurance Ageot Truro 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 

West, Farperick W1LL14M, oa Shop Manager 
Nottingham Pet July7 Ord Jul 

Waiteitecce, Tuomas, Warburton, ” Ghester, 
Manchester Pet July7 Ord July7 

Wuxinson, Jonw WIttiam, ew. Leeds, Grocer 
Leeds Pet July7 Ord July 7 

Witus, Taomas Wacrer, juo, Halton rd, Tsli 
Decorator High Court Pet July 6 Ord Ja y 

Youse, Aetave Lyrretrox, Emmett st, Poplar, Copper 
Founder High Court Pet July7 Ord daly 7 


Farmer 


, House 
6 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
London Gazette of May 28 : 


Croupace, Jonw WILLIAM, 7. “Decorator Newport 
Mon ‘Pet May 25 Ord May 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of July 2: 


GarritHs, Davin Pavttxus, Tonyrefail, es § a 
Merchant Pontypridd PetJune 29 Ord June 29 





London Gazette.—Turspay, July 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALDRED, SAMUEL ALBERT, Gt Baddow, Essex, General 
Dealer Chelmsford Pet July9 Ord July 9 

BOWKETT, FREDERIOK GEORGE, Gloucester, Shopkeeper 
Gloucester Pet Jane 26 O.d July 9 

BROWN, ANNIE FLORA, King’s Lynn, Norfulk, Jeweller 
King’s Lynn Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

Busey. FREDERICK WILLIAM, Sears, Fruit Grower 

ton Pet July8 Ord July 8 

CUNNINGHAM, MARY ELIZsBETH, Dudley, Worcester, 
Licensed Vi-tuailer Dudiey Pet July 10 Ord Juty 10 

DAVIES, MELCHISEDEOK, Middlesbrough, Tailor Midules- 
brough Pet July8 Ord July 8 

ELDER, CHARLES anaes Clerk Bradford Pet 
July9 Ord July 9 

a JOHN, Ladbroke grove, North Sputagien, Draper 

ecuseiem, STRPHEN GEORGE, Pen: 
bridge Wells Pet July10 Ord July 

HALLGARTH, J, Aston. Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 
Pet June 11 Ord July 5 

HARDMAN, GEORGE Bunny, Bradford, Packer Bradford 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

HARDY, HENRY, Bath, ates house Keeper Bath Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Harpy, JouHn CRAIG, peg st, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet March 25 Ord Ju ly 


oo, Tem, Highbridge. fomerset, Coal Merchant |- 


dgwater Pet July9 Ord July 9 
HEPBURN, ALFRED peer, Cardiff, Hosier Cardiff Pet 
July io urd July 10 
—, WILLIAM WARRINGTON, Holbeck, Leeds, Tram 
ductor Leeds PetJuly8 Ord July 8 
HorL H, Coventry, Baker Coventry Pet "sane 17 Ord 


v9 

a, iam ARTHUR, Chapeltown. pat, Restaurant 
Clerk Leeds Pet "July 9 Ord July 

JONES, Bryncoch, Clawddnewyda, Clocaenog, 
Denbigh, Farmer Wrexham Pet July 7 OrdJuly 7 

Lewis, THOMAs, Whitchurch, nr Cardiff, Draper Cardiff 
Pet May 3 Ord July 6 

so = eh Sunbury Wandsworth Pet June18 Ord 
uly 8 

MOORE, —— GARRETT, HMS Irres’ nS Lieutenant 
RN h Court Pet Feb15 Ord June 30 

NYE, 5. 4 Preston, Sussex, C:ffee hou:e Keeper 
Brighton Pet July 9 ord July 9 

PEARCE, JOHN, gegen. nr Maesteg, Collier Cardiff Pet 
July 7 Ord J uly 

PERKS, WILLIAM "FLEMING, Chur is Stretton, Baker 
Shrewsbury Pet July 8 Ord Jul 

PHILPOTT, FREDERICK ERNEST, Broadstairs, Greengrocer 
Can terbury Pet July 7 Ord J 

PRIcE, JOHN, Brick In, Bpitalfields. ee High Court 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

PURCHASE, RICHARD ROBERTS, Ryde, I of W, Jeweller | 
Newport Pet July7 Ord July 7 


FRANKLIN, ‘WILLLAM 





REEs, THOMAS, Clydach Vale, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet July 8 Ord July 8 
Se FREDERICK ee Oil Dealer Gt 


th Pet July9 Ord J 
a ee Rugby, Draper Gebeunny Pet July 8 
8 
SaMSON LICESSED RUBBER Uo, Hythe Be Willesden 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord Juns 2 


ee ERNEST W, Griffiths rd, Wimbledon, Office 
— Expert High Court Pet June 18 Ord 


| July 8 
| Tay, JOHN PoyNER, Taunton, Journalist Taunton Pet 


July 10 Ord July 10 

TAYLOR, ALFRED, Scarzdale ter, oy Solicitor’s 
Clerk High Court Pet July 10 Ord Jaly 10 

WALES, THOMAS, by ied Vue, Sandal Magua, Yorks, Butcher 
Waketield Pet July7 Ord July 7 

WILLCOCES, 84, Truro, General Dealer Truro Pet 
July 8 Ord July 8 


Amended Notices substituted for pesy pes in the 
London Gazette of July 6 
NURSEY, WALTER PARKER, cera, Leather Merchant 
Gt Yarmouth Pet June 2i Ord July 
AZNAVOURIAN, KRIKOR, Moss 3ide, So all 
Manchester Pet July 2 Ord July 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


sant: HERBERT BOSWELL, Fulwood, nr Preston, 
: yo July 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winck- 
we 


peste ‘iceaen PI aoe, Batcher July 21 at 3.15 
7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

BURNET, JaMEs HENRY, Ink»nerrow, Worcester, Veterin- 

Surgeon July e1 at 3 Of Ree, 8, High st, 


Coventry 
BUSHBY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Worthing, Fruit Grower 
July 22 at 10.80 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Cooper, GEORGE, GEORGE HENRY COOPER, and ARTHUR 
CooPpER, Smethwick, Coal Merchants July 21 at 
— Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming- 


m 
DAVIES, MELCHISEDECK, Middlesbrough, Tailor July 22 
at 11.30 Of Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 


brough 
DOVER, JOSEPH ALSTON, Ripon, Yorks, Hotel Manager 
July 21 at 11.30 Off Kec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 
ELDER, CHARLES MILLER, Leeds, Clerk July 24 at 11 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Vi , Kingsgate on Sea, Thanet, 
Sas July 22 at 9.15 Ott Rec, 684, Castle st, Canter- 


FRIPP, —», ae Ladbroke grove, North Kensington, Draper 
July 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GEORGE, EVAN EDWARD, Cilast, Mandordcifi, Pembroke, 
Grocer July 21 at 12.45 Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 
HALL, EDMUND, Scunthorpe, Lines, Joiner July 21 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 


Shipper 








CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, 
WILLIAMS, 


ROMER 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Esq. 


, Esq. (Church, Adams, & ne). 


. B. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co. 


ILLIAM JAMES FARRER (formerly of Pesrer & Co.). 
. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham, & Co.). 
Ww. rs T. HALLOWES, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), 


wit 4S uae. alba hey & & Hart). 
E. Carleton 


jeiscrvee ee 8. HARRISON (0. & 8. Harrison & Co.). 


Holmes, Son, & Fell). 


SOCIETY Lm, 


» Eaq., D.L., LP. Fice-Chairman (Williams & James). 


Ww 


RICHARD P. 


oe, tO 
4 . 


EH. WHITEH 
B. TREVOR 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 








Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson, 
ILLIAM NOCTON, MN, Hoy., D.L., 3.F. (Noston & Suns). 

RONALD PEAKE, Esq. ( 

JOHN yaya Rs PEE: 


HENRY PY rt aged 


Wanvid, hag (A. & & BW. Cweedie). 
W. MELMOTH tiawithietc Coe a 
ew ILELE MS tg 


London, W.C. 


. J.P., Chairman (Johnsons, Long, & Raymond-Barker). 


& Freeland). 


Bird, Collins, 
Ri. Esq, garg Oy 


THOMAS RAWL eee oy, (hae 5 Johns 
GEORGE L. 8TE “yt i 
The 


abt, ey (lee orate DEN AND CAMPBELL, 


O. (A. & H. White). 
& Davidsons). 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE, 


This Society consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession 
is able to offer special facilities to Solicitors for the transaction of Fire Insurance business on the most favourable terms, whilst it 
enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 

Prospectuses and Proposal Forms may be had.on application. 

The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom. 
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HARDMAN, GrorGe HENRY, Bradford, Packer 
atll Off Rec, 12, Dake st, Bradford 

HaRpDY, JOHN CRAIG, Bolton st, Piccadilly July 21 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HARRIRS, DAVID, Poutypridd, Cabinet Maker July 23 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Post Uffice cumbrs, Poutypridd 

HEWITT, WILLIAM WARRINGTON, Holbeck, Leeds, Tram 
Conductor July 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, bond st, 


daly 23 


Lee 

HOLME, JOHN, Maghnil, nr Liverpool. Farmer July 21 
atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Hout, Betsy, Bury, Lancs July 2lat3 Off Rec, 19, Ex- 
change st, Bolton 

Hops, K.IZABeETH, Redland, Bristol, Lodging House 
Ke-per July 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

HUGHES, JOHN WILLIE, Cowbridge, Glam, Manager of a 
Licensed House July 22 at 3 Off Kec, 17,5t Mary 


st, Cardiff 

Ives, JAMES ARTHUR, Chapeltown, Leeds, Clerk July 
22at1l Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

KIMBERLEY, EDWARD JOHN, Blakevhall, nr W .Isall, 
Grocer July 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

LONGLEY, G F, Sunbury July 21 at 11.30 132, sork rd, 
Westminster bridge 

MILLINGTON, KANDOLPH KEMP, Nottingham July 22 at 
11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingh»m 

Moork, HENRY GARRETT, HMS Irresistible, Lieutenant 
RN July 2lat12 Bankruptcy b.dgs, Uxrey st 

NyYk, HARRY, Preston, Suss x, Coffee House Keeper July 
22 at lu Off Rec, 4. Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

OWEN, Davib, Liangefni, Anglesey, Butcher July 23 at 
3.15 Bull Hotel, Liangefni 

PARKER, GEORGE Kosert, Trimdon Grange, Durham, 
— July 22 at 3 Uff Rec, 3, Manor pl, tunder- 


lap 

PEACH, WALTER Henry, Portsmouth, Tailor July 21 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, nigh st, Pc rts- 
mouth 

PERKS, WILLIAM FLEMING, Church Stretton, Salop, Baker 
July 24 at 11.30 Of Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrews- 


ba 

Pitts, "hosusr, Piccadilly, Court Co:tumier Ju'y 21 at 
lt Bankruptcy bidgs. Car. y st 

Regs, THOMAS, Clydach Vale, Glam, Grocer 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Samson LICENSED RUBBER Co, Willesden 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st. 

SaNsoM, ERNEST W, Wimbledon, Office Systems Expert 
July 22at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WALE4, THOMAS, Belle Vue, Sandal Magna, Yorks, 
a July 21 at 11 Off Ker, 6, Bond ter, Wake 
e 

WEST, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Nottingham, Shop Manager 
July 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Vark st, 
Nottingham 

WHITELEGGE, JHOMAS, Warburton, Cheshire, Farmer 
July 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WILKINSON, JOHN WILLIAM, Stanningiey, Leeds, Grocer 
July 21 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

YounG, ARTHUR LYTTELTON, Emmett st. Poplar, Copper 
Founder July 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALDRED, SAMUEL ALBERT, Gt Baddow, Essex, General 
Dealer Chelmsford Pet July9 Ord July ¥ 
Brows, ANNIE FLORA, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Jeweller 
King’s Lynn PetJuly9 Ord July 9 
BUSHBY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Worthing, Fruit Grower 
Brighton Pet July 8 OrdJu ys 
CUNNINGHAM, MARy ELIZABETH, Dudley, Licensed 
Victwalier Dudley Pet July 10 Ord July lu 
DAVIES. MELCHISEDECK, Middie+mough, Tailor Middles 
brough Pet July8 Ord July 8 
DUNBAR, CHARLES GORDON COM ING, East Cliff, Ramsgate 
Canterbury Pet april7 Urd July 8 
ELDER, CHARLES MILLER, Leeds, Ulerk Bradford Pet 
Juwy9 ord July 9 
FoUuLKgS, HUGH GEORGE, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor 
Pet June 22 Ord July 10 
Frivp, Joun, Ladbroke grove, North Kensington, Draper 
igh Court Pet July 8 Ord July lv 
Gisses, Joun Dixon, Linden gdns, Bayswa'er High 
Court Pet Nov12 Ord July y 
GOLDSMITH, STEPHEN GEORGE, Penshurst, Farmer Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet July 10 Orda July 10 
HALiearth, J, Aston, birmingham, Bui der Birmingham 
Pet Juneii Ord Juiy 9 
Harpy, Hewyrv, Bath, Lodging house Keeper Bath Pet 
July30 Ord Jaly 10 
HARDMAN, GeorGEe HENRY, Bradford, Packer bradford 
Pet July9 Ord July9 
HARRAP, FREDERICK VERNON, Che+pside, Insurance Clerk 
High Court Pet May6 Ord July7 
Hakgeigs, Davip, Pontypridd, Cabinet Maker Pontypridd 
Pet June 10 Ord July 8 
Henson, Tom, Highbridge, Somerset, Merchant 
dgwater Pet July 9 Ord Julyy 
HEPBURN, ALFRED Henny, Cardiff, Hosier Cardiff Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 


July 23 at 2 
July 21 


Coal 


HEWITT, WILLIAM WARRINGTON, Leeds, Tram Conductor 
Leeds Pet July8 Ord July 3 

HOLT, — Bury, Lanes Bolton Pet June 24 Ord 
July 8 

Hopr, ELIZAB TH, Redland, Bristol Bristol Pet July 6 
Ord Jaly 8 

Ives, JAMES ARTHUR, Chapeltown, Leeds, Clerk 
Pet July 9 Ord July 9 

JONES, JaMES, Bryncoch, Clawddnewydd, Clocaenog, 
Denbigh, Farmer Wrexham Pet July7 Ord July : 

LEMON, ARTHUR STAN: EY, Lower Broughton, Manchester, 
Process Engraver Newcastle upon Tyne Pct June 7 
Ord July 8 

MILLWARD, WILLIAM, and WILLIAM MEREDITH, Man- 
chester, Athletic Outfitters Manchester Pet July 5 
Ord July 8 

Ny, Harry, Preston, Sussex, Coffee House Keeper 
Brighton Pet July9 Ord July 9 

PADLKY, FRANCIS, Westcliff, Southend on Sea, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet April7 Ord July 7 

Pearce, Joan, Caerau, nr Maesteg, Collier Cardiff Pet 
July 7 Ord July7 

PENNEY, HENRY MoNTSsGUE, Hampton Hill, 
Hign Court Pet May 18 Ord Julvs 

PERKS, WILLIAM FLEMING, Church Stre‘ton, Salop, Baker 
Shrewsbury Pet July8 Ord July9 

PHILPOTT, FREDERICK ERNEST, Broadstairs, Greengrocer 
Canterbury Pet July 7 Ord July 7 

Pitts, ROBERT, Piccadilly, Court Costumier High Court 
Pet June v1 Ord July 9 

PRICE, JOHN, Brick In, Spita‘fields, Baker High Court 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

REES, THOMAS, Clydach Vale, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
PetJuly 8 Ord July 8 

ROADNIGHT, FREDERICK JAMES, Lowestoft, General Dea- 
ler Great Yarmouth PetJuly9 Ord July 9 

ROBINSON, GEORGE, Rugby, Draper Coventry Pet July 8 
Ord July 8 

TAY, JOHN POYNER, Taunton, Journalist Taunton Pet 
July 10 Ord Jaly 10 

TAYLOR, ALFRED, Scarsdale ter, Kensington, Clerk High 
Court Vet July 10 Ord July 10 

VIGNOLEs, H H, Redcliffe sq, Earl's Court High Court 
Pet May 15 Ord July 8 

WAIDE, FRANK GOODWIN, Denver, Downham Market, 
Farmer High Court Pet May19 Ord July 9 

WALES, THOMAS, Sandal Magna, Yorks, Butcher Wake- 
field Pet July7 Ord July7 

WEIGEL, DANIEL MICHEL, Victoria st, Motor Manu‘acturer 
High Court Pet April30 Ord July 8 

WILLCOCKS, RICHARD, Truro, Cornwall, General Dealer 
Traro PetJuly 8 OrdJuly 9 


ADJUDICATION AND ANNULMENT OF SCO EME 
OF AGREEMENT. 


STAINFORTH, DOUGLAS ANSON. HMS Cenrur’on, [orts- 
mouth, Hants Lieutenant Portsmouth Pet Juce 24, 
1908 Annul July 8, 1909 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 


10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 

Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 


C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
¥. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries, 


MLRST-CLASS FREEHOLD SHOP 

PROPERTY, to pay 6 per cent., in the best basi- 

nets position of an important town sm Kent. A fine 

block of 1L modern shops and upper parts, all let on fall 

repairing leases at rentas amounting to £1,645 per 

annum. Price £33,000,— Messrs. Debenham, Tewscn 
& Co., 80, Cheapside, E.C. 


()FFICES to LET.—Good opening for 
Solicitor ; main road, prominent p»tition, adjoining 
Tube Terminus, Clasham; rent £20.—FiL0op, Caarteres, 
& Hopes, 6, South-side, Clapham Com™mn. 
REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and 
Text-books always on Sale. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


Leeds 


Auctioneer 




















3, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E£.C. 








EOLI DAY 


SEASON. 


ACCIDENTS of am kinas, 


SICKNESS, 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, 


BURCLARY AND FIDELITY CUARANTEE RISKS 


INSURED 


AGAINST BY THE 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CoO., 


Capital (fully subscribed) £1,000,000. 
64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 





Claims paid £5,600,000. 
A. VIAN, Seceretary. 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated), 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C. 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 

Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 
£7,500 required. 


t, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 





ae 
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Ventnor & Folkestone Homes. 


These Homes have been established for 
RECRUITING THE HEALTH OF THE 
409 LONDON CITY MISSIONARIES. 


WHAT PUTS . CITY MISSIONARY OUT 















F REPAIR ? 
1. The Places he must spend his life in. 
2. The Scenes he must witness 
8. The Air he has to breathe. 
4. The People he has to do with. 


WHAT IS THE REMEDY? 
A FORTNIGHT AT THE SBASIDE. 
£2 10s. will provide a FREE HOLIDAY for a 
Missionary for a Fortnight. 
£5 will secure a similar rest for Missionary and 
fe. 


wi 
BANKERS: BARCLAY & CO., Lrp. 
Contributions, however small, will be gladly received 
by the Secretary— 
JAMES DUNN, 3, Bridewell Place, London, E 6, 











BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Termes 1} to 3} Guineas. j mile from Station, G.E.B. 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford. Telegraphic Address: 
‘‘RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 


INEBRIETY. 








MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A, 
Bead) Ce Tacit Otay 2 aa ee 
o 2 y ence. 
am | and Medical References. For terms and purticulas 
apply Miss RILEY, or the ° 
TeiecraPrnic Appress: ‘‘ MEDIOAL, LEIOESTER.” 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., a to 
penn PD HOGG, M.B.C.8., te., 


Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmansworrs. 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 











BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W, 


AW BOOKS at GREAT REDUCTIONS!! 
—All kinds ot Law, Commercial, and other Boot 
supplied. Mostly LATEST EDITIONS. State waslt 
for List, New Bouks at 20 cent. Discount. set 
on aj hig BOUGHT —W. & G. For.s, & 


\ 
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